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ABSTRACT
The purposes of this research were (1) to identify 
types of supervisors on the basis of the supervisor^ 
self evaluations and evaluations of the supervisor made 
by superiors and by peers; and (2) to determine what, if 
any, effect the supervisory types had on subordinates* 
attitudes toward a number of components of the work situ­
ation.
A sample of 45 Navy Chief Petty Officers completed 
an eleven item questionnaire pertaining to aspects of 
their supervisory performance. The same chiefs were 
evaluated on twelve characteristics by their superior 
officers and again by their fellow chiefs. Using these 
35 dichotomously scored ratings, an inverse iterative 
factor analysis was performed which resulted in the iso­
lation of six types of supervisors which were different 
from each other on these variables. A subsequent, direct 
principal axis factor analysis of the ratings revealed 
that four factors could account for most of the variance 
in the ratings. The factors were identified as Esteem-by- 
Peers, Esteem-by-Superiors, Career Satisfaction, and 




Chief Type 1 was relatively highly esteemed by both 
peers anti superiors, but was highly dissatisfied with his 
career in the Navy, and only slightly above average in 
personal control. Chief Type? 2 was poorly regarded by 
other chiefs, but highly esteemed by superiors, very high­
ly satisfied with his Navy career and well above average 
in personal control. Type 3 was uniformly average on all 
four of these factors, while Chief Type 4 was similar to 
Chief Type 2, being poorly regarded by peers, but highly 
esteemed by superiors. Chief Type 4, however, was only 
slightly above average in career satisfaction and only 
slightly higher in personal control. Type 5 was almost 
the reverse, highly esteemed by peers, poorly regarded by 
officers, but about average on the other two factors.
Chief Type 6 was neither esteemed by peers nor superiors, 
was relatively dissatisfied with his Navy career and well 
below average in personal control.
A 28 item attitude questionnaire was administered to 
the 559 men who worked under the 45 chiefs. The items were 
subjected to a direct principal axis factor analysis and 
four factors obtained: Attraction to the Navy, Attraction
to One's Work Group, Attraction to One's Chief, and At­
traction to Navy Personnel. Individual questionnaires were 
re-scored with factor scoring keys. To determine whether 
or not there were differences between chief types with regard
XI
to these factors, four groups-within-treatments design 
analyses of variance were computed, using the work group 
as the unit of analysis. Significant differences were 
found between types on the last three attitude factors; 
the differences between types on the first were not signi­
ficant, but the probability that the differences were due 
to chance only was ,0t>. All four factors were considered 
in comparing the chief types.
Since many of the other variables which might have 
been expected to effect subordinates' attitudes seemed 
to be randomly distributed within chief types, the last 
analysis was interpreted as indicating that the type of 
supervisor had a significant effect on the attitudes of 
their subordinates, as measured by the instruments used 
in this study.
Most favorable attitudes were found in work groups 
under Chief Types 2 and 4, whereas least favorable atti­
tudes were found in groups under Chief Type 3. Groups 
under Chief Type 1 were above average in attraction to 
their chief, but about average otherwise. The attitudes 
of the groups under Chief Type 5 were about average across 
the board. The same was true of the groups under Chief 
Type 6, with the exception that they expressed above 
average attraction tc their groups. A number of con­
clusions and implications, regarding type of supervisor 
and work group attitudes, were discussed.
CHAPTER I
1INTRODUCTION
Traditionally, the Chief Petty Officer has been re­
garded as the backbone of the Navy because of his position 
as the critical link between officer and enlisted ranks.
The chief has the responsibility for passing down communi­
cations from upper echelons and seeing that orders and ob­
jectives of superior officers are carried out. In addition, 
he must handle the personnel and often personal problems of 
the men working under him. Consequently, the chief is in a 
position to have substantial influence on his subordinates, 
not only in terms of the amount and quality of the work 
done, but on the attitudes of the men toward the Navy, 
their work, and other aspects of Naval life. In this re­
spect, the chief holds a position similar to that of a line 
supervisor in industry.
Previous Research
A number of studies has demonstrated that supervisors
may affect certain attitudes of their subordinates.
Wechsler, Kolwise and Murray (1952) reported that employees 
in a Navy research laboratory working under a "permissive"
*The opinions expressed in this report are those of
the author and do not necessarily reflect those of the U.S. 
Navy.
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director rated themselves higher in degree of group co­
hesiveness, ’’morale," and "job satisfaction" (single items) 
than those working under a restrictive director. Pelz 
(19:>2) reported no differences between supervisors of 
groups highly satisfied with their supervisor and super­
visors of less satisfied groups. Further examination, 
though, showed employees were more satisfied with the 
supervisor who had influence with his own superior, and 
had the power to function autonomously. However, this was 
true only if the supervisor was more helpful rather than 
restraining. Employees under a supervisor who had in­
fluence but was more restrictive tended to be less satis­
fied. The supervisor who had little influence had no 
differential effect on employee attitude toward the super­
visor regardless of whether he tended to be helpful or re­
straining .
In the same series of projects (kahn, 195o; katz, 
1949), it was reported that supervisors of high producing 
groups were different from supervisors of low producing 
groups in terms of role differentiation, delegation of au­
thority and employee orientation. That is, the highly 
productive supervisors spent more time in planning the 
work rather than in doing it themselves; did not closely 
supervise, allowing employees to make some decisions on 
their own; and were concerned about the personal welfare
of the men under them. Groups under these supervisors ex­
pressed greater pride in their work groups. Similar re­
sults were reported by Comrey, Pfiffner, and High (1954).
From a Field experiment, Kahn (1956) reported that 
employees under more employee centered supervisors were 
more satisfied with the supervisor than employees under 
more production centered supervisors. However, production 
increased to a greater extent under the more production 
centered supervisor. Lawshe and Nagle (1953) obtained re­
sults which were somewhat different. They found a corre­
lation of .86 between productivity, as measured by pair 
comparison ratings of supervisors by executives, and 
attitude toward the supervisor, as measured by employee 
questionnaires. The authors stated, however, that no 
causal relationship could be inferred.
In a well designed Field experiment, Jackson (1953) 
found that supervisors rated high by their work groups were 
rated high when assigned to different work groups and, con­
versely, that supervisors rated low by their work groups 
were rated low after reassignment.
Baumgartel (1956) reported that the scientific per­
formance and motivation of a research leader were strongly 
associated with the scientific motivation and sense of 
progress toward scientific goals of his subordinate scien­
tists. However, supervisors who were highly competent and
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motivated were not personally esteemed by subordinates more 
than less productive supervisors. Balma, Maloney and Lawshe 
(1958) found no relationship between attitude toward the 
supervisor and the supervisor's degree of identification 
with management.
The researches just cited seem to indicate (1) em­
ployees form opinions or attitudes about their supervisor; 
(2) type of supervision elicits various attitudes toward 
the supervisor; and (5) type of supervision is associated 
with various attitudes of employees toward their work 
groups. Employees tend to esteem more highly the super­
visor who is more employee centered. Employees under super­
visors evaluated as highly productive or heading highly 
productive groups have greater pride or cohesiveness in 
their group.
Whether or not a supervisor has a significant in­
fluence on other attitudes of subordinates, such as atti­
tude toward the total organization or the job itself has 
not been clearly determined. Most of the research bearing 
on this topic has been primarily concerned with the effect 
of the supervisor on productivity (rather than on the 
specific attitudes of his employees), or with the effect 
of employee attitudes on productivity, or with the inter­
action of these. In brief, most past research has attempt­
ed to determine what types of supervisors or what attitudes 
of employees are associated with high productivity.
Worker At titudes as Crit erion of OrRanizational Effect ive- 
ness
While productivity is undeniably an important criterion 
of organizational effectiveness, the attitudes of employees 
toward various aspects of the working environment would also 
seem to be an important criterion. This is not necessarily 
because employee attitudes have a clear cut effect on pro­
ductivity as such but because attitudes may have a more in­
direct effect. Brayfield and Crockett (1955) concluded, 
after surveying the research literature on this subject 
th rough 1955, that most past research indicated little or 
no direct relationship between productivity and employee 
attitudes. There is some evidence, however, that some re­
lationship may be found when the effects of other inter­
acting variables are controlled (Kahn, 195b; Katz, 1949).
How employee attitudes may indirectly effect pro­
ductivity was also indicated by Brayfield and Crockett.
They concluded that attitudes, especially those which re­
flected attraction to their work group and to the organi­
zation, were more closely correlated with turnover than 
with production. They felt that this was a reasonable con­
clusion since it would be expected that individuals who are 
not attracted to their work group or the organization would 
exhibit a greater tendency to withdraw from the situation. 
The same conclusion was drawn by Hitt (Wherry, 1958) from a 
more recent study. He found that the percent of employees
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expressing intentions to make a career of the company was 
highest where employees expressed high pride in thp company 
and especially high regard for fellow workers. The loss of 
trained or experienced personnel represents both a decrease 
in potential productivity and the loss of a sizable invest­
ment in training. Employee attitudes, therefore, may bear 
directly and indirectly on organizational effectiveness.
Assuming that employee dissatisfaction with their job 
or low attraction to their work group or the organization 
as a whole results in a greater tendency to withdraw or 
not re-enlist, then determination of the factors which af­
fect these attitudes, in an organization such as the Navy, 
seems as important as determination of the factors which 
affect productivity directly. There are a number of reasons 
for this. First of all, the primary objective of the Navy 
is defense of the Nation. The job that the Navy is designed 
to perform, is never called for in entirety until a state of 
national emergency or war exists. When the Navy will be 
called upon to do its job effectively is unpredictable, 
therefore it must maintain a potentially effective organi­
zation. As pointed out above, turnover has a direct effect 
on this potential effectiveness. The modern Navy, with in­
creasingly complex equipment, is dependent upon the availa­
bility of highly trained and experienced technicians for 
efficient operation. The amount of training for different
jobs varies from about eight weeks to over two years in 
many cases. Only a small percentage of first enlistment 
personnel re-enlist after their first tour of active duty 
which may range from 2 to 4 years. The investment in long 
technical training, and maximum potential effectiveness, 
is, of course, partially lost when only a few of the train­
ed, experienced personnel make the Navy a career. To 
summarize, turnover is a critical problem in the Navy and, 
since previous research suggests attitudes of personnel 
and turnover are related, the study of factors which in­
fluence employee attitudes becomes important.
The Supervisor and Employee Atti tudes
The relationships between employee attitudes and type 
of supervision have been principally determined by identi­
fication of supervisory types on the single criterion of 
productivity. That is, differences in employee attitudes 
have been determined between groups under highly productive 
supervisors or supervisors of highly productive groups and 
groups under less productive supervisors. Other dichotomous 
classification have often been employed, such as more "em­
ployee centered" and "less employee centered," and "per­
missive," and "restrictive."
One exception was reported by Pelz (1952) where there 
was a fourfold classification in terms of high and low 
"influence" and "restraining" versus "helpful" application
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of influence. Pelz*s interpretation fitted into a rein­
forcement framework and seemed more definitive. This ap­
proach, using multiple classification, seemed to arrive 
at more clear cut supervisory types.
Supervisory Variability
It seems reasonable to suppose that supervisors may 
vary independently on many characteristic behaviors, or 
attitudes such that over-simplified cl assificat ions might 
have confounded some of the earlier results. Applying 
this idea to the Navy suggests why this might occur. Chief 
Petty Officer positions are filled by promotion from the 
next highest enlisted grade. In general, promotions are 
made on the basis of proficiency, as measured by technical 
achievement examinations, work performance as determined 
by superiors* evaluations, and to a limited extent, on lon­
gevity. No attempt is made to select on the basis of 
supervisory knowledge or attitudes. There is no supervisory 
training. As a result, how a chief supervises his men may 
vary widely, depending on many factors such as his particu­
lar work specialty, his experiences in the Navy, personal 
characteristics, and possibly many others. It seems reason­
able to suppose, though, that there are patterns of super­
visory performance and characteristics common to many chiefs, 
and that it would therefore be possible to classify indivi­
dual chiefs according to these patterns. If this were
9
possible, then it would also be possible to compare unique 
types of supervisors with regard to the attitudes of sub­
ordinates concerning th< type of supervision and other 
aspects of Navy life. It was believed that such classi­
fications might reveal different concepts of supervisory 
performance and indicate what employee attitudes were as­
sociated with certain supervisory types.
Purpose of the Study
With this rationale, the aim of this research was to 
isolate types of Chief Petty Officers in terms of a number 
of supervisory characteristics and, then, to examine the 
relationships between the chief types and the attitudes of 
the enlisted men working under their supervision. It was 
believed that the results of the study would contribute to 
the understanding of suprrvisory behavior and of the effect 




The research reported here constitutes an independent 
phase of a project designed to determine the role of the 
Chief Petty Officer in the Navy. A description of the in­
struments, subjects and procedure was contained in an 
earlier report (Clark, Spector, Glickman, lc>5y). Since 
this report is not readily available outside the Navy, and 
since the samples differed somewhat, the material will be 
presented in this report as well.
Subjects
Data were collected from three sources, Chief Petty 
Officers (CPOs or chiefs), their superior officers, and 
their subordinates. A total of o7 chiefs participated in 
the study. However, complete data were not available on 
all chiefs; some chiefs were not rated by their peers or 
by superior officers. Only 45 chiefs with complete data 
were included in this investigation. In this sample, 
eleven ratings (technical specialties) were represented, 
with the particular type of work varying from speciali­
zation in deck equipment, to aerography and electronic 
fire control equipment. Median age of CPOs was 36.8 years,
10
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while median schooling completed was 11 years. The median 
chief had been in the Navy for slightly over lo years and 
had been a chief for 11 years. To be included in the 
study, CPOs must have been in the same position for at 
least 4 months.
Bach of the above chiefs was rated by one or more of 
his superior officers. The total number of officers who 
participated was 73. The only descriptive characteristic 
obtained from rating officers was rank: rank ranged from
Commissioned Warrant Officer to Lieutenant Commander with 
78 percent being either Warrant, Bnsign or Lieutenant 
Junior Grade (mostly the latter), and the remainder being 
either Lieutenant (19®) or Lieutenant Commander. data 
were not collected from officers who had been in the same 
positions less than 4 months.
Data were also collected from 559 men who worked 
under the 45 chiefs. The number of men in a work group 
under a single chief varied from one to 74. The median 
number in a work group, though, was about nine men. Only 
16 percent of the chiefs had over 14 men in their group.
The one extreme, group with 74 men, was under a Chief 
Boatswain Mate, in a Deck Division where the type of work 
is generally non-specialized.
As with the chiefs, a number of rating specialties 
was represented in this sample. However, 43 percent were 
non-rated personnel, being either apprentice seamen, seamen,
12
or strikers (seamen with a technical specialty designation). 
Of the remainder, 34 percent were Third Class Petty Offi­
cers (lowest rated in a rating), 9 percent, Second Class, 
and 8 percent, First Class (highest below CPO) Petty Offi­
cers. Eighty percent of the men were serving their first 
enlistment while 20 percent were in their second or later 
enlistment. Median age was slightly over 20 years and 
median education was 11 years school completed.
Instruments
Three instruments were used to collect data from the 
sources just described.
CHIEPSTAT. CPO's completed two forms contained in 
one booklet called CHIEFSTAT (See Appendix A-l). Section 
I (CHIEFSTAT 1) contained 11 questions of the following 
type:
Do you find yourself actually doing work that your men 
ought to perform?
Very often; Fairly often; Once in a while; Never.
Are you kept informed about division matters by your 
division officers?
Practically always; Most of the time; Occasionally; 
Seldom.
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Most of the items were especially designed to reflect the 
CPO*s opinions and attitudes on topics related to his work 
and career. These included such things as his opinions 
about the amount of authority he had, the quality of work 
performance of the men under him, relationships with su­
periors, and satisfaction with his choice of the Navy as a 
career.
In Section II (CHIKFSTAT II), CPO's were asked to 
r-.te their fellow chiefs on 12 characteristics, presumably 
important in supervisory work. These characteristics in­
cluded items designed to reflect a chief's technical compe­
tence, his ability to control men, his interest in his men, 
and his ability to motivate men. A description of a hypo­
thetical model chief, representing each of these character­
istics, was given, and the chiefs asked to rate each other 
chief on a 20 point vertical scale with regard to how much 
he was like the model chief. Only two points on the scale 
were marked, at each extreme, "very much like" and "not at 
all like." As an exanple, the description of a model chief 
on the "Status" characteristic read, "A chief who commands 
the respect of both officers and men: The men don't by­
pass him. He is one who is running the show as far as they 
are concerned. Officers place great reliance in his judg­
ment with respect to assigning marks, recommendations for 
advancement, work assignment, and granting special re­
quests. Rarely are his orders to the men modified." All
14
of the characteristics were similarly defined (See Appendix 
A-l). Altogether, 12 scales were included. The content of 
these items were prepared specifically to reflect particu­
lar military requirements but included factors which had 
been identified as critical supervisory qualities in previ­
ous research (Clark, Spector, Glickman, 1^58).
OFFSTAT. Using two rating forms, each Commissioned 
Officer was asked to evaluate each chief with whose work 
he was familiar. The two forms were included in a booklet 
titled OFFSTAT (See Appendix A-2). Section 1 (OFFSTAT) of 
this booklet was identical to CHI EHSTAT 11 just described. 
Section U  asked the officers to estimate how frequently a 
number of incidents had occurred regarding specific working 
relations involving the chief. These were in the following 
f orm:
"In the past three months how often: (1) . . . has
this chief had to work himself that his men should have 
been able to do? (2) . . . has an order given by this 
chief had to be modified?"
Eleven questions of this type were included (See Appendix 
A-2).
EMSTAT. Each of the enlisted men was asked to com­
plete a 28-item attitude questionnaire, EMSTAT, designed 
to obtain their reactions to their supervisors and to
15
various aspects of Navy life. The items on the question­
naire were in the form of statements to which the men 
could mark the extent of agreement or disagreement on a 
four-point scale, ranging from "strongly agree" to "strong­
ly disagree." For example, two of the items read, "A 
sailor with ability usually has a good chance for promotion 
in the Navy," and, "A man can count on the chief for help 
when he needs it." The entire questionnaire is shown in 
Appendix A-3.
Procedur e
Data were collected by teams of two or three persons 
from personnel on board three large combatant ships in the 
Atlantic Fleet, based in Norfolk, Va. , during a three week 
period in the spring of 1957. The ships were notified in 
advance as to the personnel information that would be need­
ed for the study. This allowed them to check records to 
determine which groups could be used. The enlisted men 
were assembled and tested in mess compartments in groups 
of about 50 each. CPOs were tested in their quarters in 
groups of about 10 each. Officers were tested in wardrooms 
in groups of from 2 to 20. About three days was spent on 
each ship.
Data Analysis
As indicated above, this research had two basic ob­
jectives: (1) to isolate and identify types of Chief Petty
Officers, and, (2) to determine whether or not these chief 
types had differential effects on the attitudes of their 
subordinates. In order to reach these objectives, a
16
number of major and minor analyses were performed. The 
ratings collected from CPQs and Officers have been identi­
fied as the independent variables, while the attitude 
questionnaire administered to the enlisted men has been 
identified as the dependent variable. Two of the major 
analyses involved the independent variables as such, one, 
the dependent variable, and the final analysis, the results 
of the three preceding analyses.
First of all, an inverse iterative factor analysis 
(Bass, 1957) was performed, using the independent variables. 
The purpose of this analysis was to group together the 
chiefs most like each other on the basis of self ratings 
and ratings of them made by other chiefs and by officers.
In order to facilitate the identification of the 
chief types isolated by the inverse analysis, the inde­
pendent variables were subjected to a direct principal axis 
factor analysis (Wright, 1957). It was believed that identi­
fication of the basic factors which had been used to isolate 
chief types would facilitate a meaningful identification of 
the types.
The HMSTAT attitude questionnaire, considered as the 
dependent variable, was also factor analyzed by the princi­
pal axis method. This was done in order to identify the 
principal attitude factors reflected in the items of the 
questionnaire. It was believed that the results of this 
analysis would provide possibly a number of attitude factors
1 7
which might vary with Chief types.
Finally, groups-within-treatments analyses of vari­
ance (Lindquist, lb53) were performed using attitude factor 
scores (from the third analysis) as the dependent vari­
ables, the chief types (from the first analysis) as treat­
ments, and the work groups under the chiefs as the groups 
within treatments.
Each of these major analyses will be described more 
fully in the next section, along with the minor analyses 
related to them.
CHAPTER III
INVERSE ANALYSIS OF SELF, SUPERIOR, AND PEER RATINGS
Treatment of Raw Data
OFFSTAT. (Superiors* Evaluations of CPOs) Altogether, 
officers made a total of 114 ratings of the 67 chiefs on 
OFFSTAT, Section I. The number of officers rating a chief 
ranged from 1 to 4, with the average number of ratings 
per chief of 1.7. Evaluations of a chief by two or more 
officers were averaged by item. The inter-rater re­
liability of each item was calculated using a procedure 
developed by Horst (1^46) and is shown in Table I. The 
coefficients estimate the reliabilities of mean ratings 
where the means are based on 1.7 ratings per chief. All of 
the estimates are quite high, indicating a high degree of 
agreement among officers in their evaluations of the CPOs. 
Even if the coefficients were adjusted to indicate the re­
liability of a single rating, the reliabilities would still 
be quite high. These item averages were combined with the 
single evaluations for the remainder of chiefs and fre­
quency distributions of responses to each item tabulated. 
Items were dichotomized at the scale point giving nearest 
a 50 percent split. Subsequently, each item was re-scored 




Inter-rater Reliabilities of OFFSTAT and 
CH1EFSTAT 11 Items*
Reliability
Item OFFSTAT CHIEFSTAT II
1 Technical Competence .60 .87
2 Ability to Control Men .86 .80
3 Ability to Organize and 
Administer Work .92 .89
4 Reliability .89 .90
5 Forehandedness .90 .87
6 Interest in his Men .86 .87
7 Judgment of Men .00 .89
8 Motivat ion .8° .88
9 Ability to Motivate Men .86 .88
10 Leadership Skills .04 .90
11 Status .85 .87
12 Overall Effectiveness .93 .90
Coefficients estimate the reliabilities of mean 
rating; for OFFSTAT items the means are based on an average 
of 1.7 ratings per chief; for CHIEFSTAT, on an average of 
4.3 ratings per chief.
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was above or below the median for the sample of 45 chiefs.
OFFSTAT, Section II was excluded from analysis since 
most of the responses to items in this section were zero 
for any one chief. It was impractical to attempt statisti­
cal analysis of this form.
CHIEFSTAT 11 (Peer Evaluations of CPOs) was treated 
exactly as OFFSTAT. Ratings of a chief by other chiefs 
were averaged by item, frequency distributions tabulated, 
and each chief*s ratings or average ratings dichtomized in 
the same manner described above. The average number of 
ratings of a chief by the other chiefs was 4.3; 10 percent 
were rated only once while 14 percent were rated by as many 
as 8 or 9 other chiefs. The inter-rater reliabilities of 
the peer ratings were calculated as above and are also 
shown in Table 1. The coefficients indicate a high degree 
of agreement among CPOs in evaluating each other on these 
scales.
CHIEFSTAT _1 (Self-Evaluation by CPOs) received treat­
ment similar to the above two, with the exception, of course, 
that a single response to each item was obtained from each 
chief. Items were dichtomously scored on the basis of the 
distributions of responses of the sample of 45 chiefs.
Self ratings and ratings by peers and superiors, as 
previously indicated, were considered the independent
21
variables and were used to construct a 45 x 35 raw data 
matrix of 1-0 entries (45 CPOs, 35 independent items).
This matrix was analyzed in two directions. First, an 
inverse iterative factor analysis of CPOs, then, a direct 
principal axis factor analysis of the rating scales was 
per formed.
Inverse Iterative Factor Analysis
The raw data matrix was analyzed first using a pro­
cedure described by Bass (1^57). This procedure provided 
a rapid, easy method of clustering the chiefs who were more 
like each other on each of the 35 items than they were like 
anyone else. In using this procedure, a configuration of 
item responses (factor) is determined by summing the high 
(low) responses across individuals, tabulating the fre­
quencies of high (or low) responses by item, and separating 
as high, the items which are above median frequency and as 
low, those below median frequency (or vice-versa).
This configuration represents the modal response of 
the entire sample so that one obtains the correlation be­
tween each individual and the pooled sample of individuals. 
A correlation between each individual's responses to each 
item and this predetermined configuration (factor loading) 
is obtained, using whatever technique is appropriate. The 
individuals who are significantly related to this con­
figuration are withdrawn as a cluster and the procedure
2 2
repeated until all individuals are clustered. In each 
iteration the correlations are obtained between indivi­
duals and successively remaining clusters from the’ origi­
nal pool.
In the present case, the number of items was only 35 
and it was to be expected that some of the entries in the 
2 x 2  contingency tables would be quite low. In view of 
this, it was decided to use the contingency coefficient 
(C) as an index of relationship between subjects and 
configurations of item responses since it is not as much 
affected by disproportionate distributions as phi or tetra- 
choric correlation (Siegal, l‘J5o).
With the data used in this study, seven individuals 
were significantly related to the first configuration, 
forming the first cluster of chiefs. These chiefs were 
extracted from the raw data matrix and the procedure re­
peated until six clusters had been removed. With the 
seventh configuration, no new individuals could be removed, 
so extraction was discontinued. At this point, however, 
there was a seventh cluster composed of 15 of the original 
45 chiefs who had not been significantly correlated with 
any of the item configurations.
Unrotated inverse factor loadings are shown in T?>'1e
II. Most of the loadings are relatively low, but a "C* 
coefficient, based on a 2 x 2 table, has a maximum value
2 3
TABLE II
Unrotated and Kotated Inverse Factor Loadings of
it43 Chief Petty Officers
UnrotateJ Factor
CHIEF I II 11 1 IV V VI VII
1 24 ') r*i 20 38 -03 13 05
2 22 15 18 38 11 14 21
3 21 00 07 12 00 27 19
4 19 02 -10 33 -51 06 -15
5 01 06 04 19 28 26 30
6 29 -10 -15 36 -47 06 02
7 27 08 24 44 -08 -05 03
8 -01 13 11 24 23 21 25
9 45 14 17 14 00 -11 -03
10 20 14 17 28 28 17 25
11 -24 31 27 24 51 08 07
12 38 -18 00 27 -36 -10 -12
13 3 3 14 16 14 06 05 16
14 27 19 16 -08 33 -22 -16
15 04 23 30 23 07 32 09
16 24 02 07 34 -43 -30 -39
17 -21 23 07 00 23 29 27
18 02 19 17 06 15 26 16
19 16 06 09 06 -06 -08 -04
20 04 09 25 09 45 07 13
21 07 16 33 -29 54 24 33
22 17 -04 13 33 -21 -05 -13
23 04 09 13 04 39 20 25
24 12 21 24 07 23 25 21
25 31 00 16 00 23 05 07
26 07 36 -02 02 10 06 15
27 -07 -03 -05 -03 20 19 21
28 02 28 32 -29 29 -12 -10
29 04 15 09 26 15 14 25
30 18 16 12 46 16 09 00
31 19 22 26 10 25 18 22
32 01 -15 -16 06 15 13 16
Loadings are contingency coefficients, decimals omit­





CHIEF I II III IV V VI VII
33 00 24 29 -21 49 -08 05
34 -07 13 11 03 20 19 21
35 -02 12 16 -43 33 -22 -17
36 -24 13 11 -03 03 19 05
37 05 29 43 -27 -27 -02 00
38 39 05 -12 16 -16 13 12
39 19 42 02 22 14 06 10
40 02 28 31 -29 18 -24 -21
41 50 00 05 23 -51 05 -05
42 20 -03 -21 48 -30 07 09
43 24 03 07 03 09 13 17
44 28 07 00 47 -38 21 12
45 45 -14 -12 00 -14 -11 -03
Rotated Factor
CHIEF I II III IV V VI VII
1 13 -15 19 41 -28 05 11
2 15 -22 07 39 -16 06 25
3 17 -10 02 12 -10 25 22
4 -04 05 02 -02 -66 06 -03
5 05 -13 -09 33 15 20 28
6 06 00 -09 -07 -64 08 14
7 13 -29 13 25 -38 -11 11
8 00 -16 -01 37 09 14 24
9 39 -11 17 14 -23 -14 02
10 20 -23 03 42 04 09 25
11 -13 — 23 10 59 36 -04 01
12 19 -14 -02 -15 -67 -07 -01
13 29 -11 13 22 -11 01 19
14 36 -06 13 19 18 -27 -19
15 01 -19 25 38 -04 25 11
16 03 -09 12 -05 -65 -30 -27
17 -13 04 08 31 30 23 22
18 05 -07 15 28 12 21 14
19 12 -04 11 03 -13 -09 -01



























TABLE II Cont'd 
Rotated Factor
I II III IV V VI
28 -14 23 24 63 20
03 -20 06 05 -41 -06
14 -15 -01 31 30 14
14 -12 18 34 15 18
35 -17 05 12 09 03
09 18 12 31 07 00
00 -01 -12 10 21 17
17 00 36 12 39 -15
02 -12 01 34 00 07
11 -23 -01 46 -20 -01
2 3 -15 19 36 14 11
04 -04 -27 04 08 13
18 -09 22 25 51 -13
02 -05 06 24 21 14
17 07 19 -07 48 -21
21 01 13 13 14 17
03 06 63 -10 -01 00
29 07 -05 08 -33 12
17 09 12 47 -08 -04
13 02 40 05 28 -26
27 -02 16 -10 -67 07
-01 -01 -20 13 -57 04
24 -07 03 11 00 11
05 -08 04 18 -62 18
38 02 -10 -18 -27 -07
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of .71 (Guilford, 1 6 5 0 ). A loading of approximately .52 
was significant at the .05 level of confidence.
Rotation of Factor Matrix
Since the iterative inverse procedure yields a factor 
matrix with oblique structure (Bass, 1657, also illustrated 
in Table II, the matrix was rotated to approximate orthogo­
nal simple structure, using a graphic procedure described 
by Guilford (1654). This was done in order to obtain 
clusters which were relatively independent of each other.
F.leven single plane rotations were made. The rotated 
factor loadings are also shown in Table II. Only four 
clusters with significant loadings (nC" greater than .31) 
remained; two accounted for most of the individuals. The 
first contained four chiefs, the third, three, the fourth, 
13, and the fifth, 15. The latter was bi-polar, with 5 
chiefs on the positive and 10 on the negative pole. For 
the succeeding analyses involving clusters of chiefs, the 
positive and negative components were treated as separate 
types. After rotation, there was still a residual of 12 
chiefs who were not related to any of the other clusters. 
These were also retained as a separate cluster for the re­
mainder of the analyses. The results of this analysis have 
been summarized in Table III, where the chiefs making up 
each cluster and their cluster loadings are shown. In 
cases where a chief was significantly related to more than
TABLE III
Clusters of CPO*s (Chief Types) and Cluster Loadings
Chief Types
(Residual)
1 (I) 2 (III) 3 (IV) 4 (V+) 5 (V-) 6
Chief Load- Chief Load- Chief Load- Chief Load- Chief Load- Chief Load-
No. ing No. ing No. ing No. ing No. ing No. ing
9 39 28 36 1 41 21 63 4 -66 3 -
14 36 37 63 2 39 33 51 6 -64 13 -
25 35 40 40 5 33 35 47 7 -38 17 -
45 38 8 37 12 -67 18 .
10 42 16 -65 19 -
11 59 22 -41 23 -
15 38 38 -33 26 -
20 33 41 -67 27 -
24 34 42 -57 32 -
29 34 44 -62 34 -
30 46 36




one cluster, he was included in the cluster with which he 
correlated most highly. Note in Table 111 that the 
clusters have beer re-nunberod in consecutive order. Here­
after, they will be referred to in this order.
CHAPTHR IV
D1RHCT ANALYSIS OP SHLH, SUPliKiOK ANiJ PEPR RATINGS
The preceding analysis thus was successful in iso­
lating six Troups of chiefs who were more like each other, 
on the basis of 35 ratin* items completed by superiors, 
peers and themselves, than they were like any other group. 
The next research task was to define the basic charac­
teristics reflected in the 35 scales which had differ­
entiated the chief types. It was obvious from the raw 
data matrix mentioned above that there was some degree of 
correlation between the ratine scales. It was felt that 
differential interpretation of chief types could be great­
ly facilitated by hr t < rmi ni n w h a t  common factors account­
ed for the variance in the ratings. Consequently a second 
analysis (a direct principal axis factor analysis) of the 
45 x 35 raw data matrix was made.
I tern Intercorrelations
Cross-tabulations between each item and every other 
item were obtained and the matrix of intercorrelations com­
puted. Although the cell frequencies wore expected to be 
quite low in many cases, it was decided to compute tetra- 
choric correlations since the number of correlations was
29
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large and the procedure for estimating the tetrachoric
correlation was most rapid. A table prepared by Davidoff
and Goheen (1h j 3) , which estimates r from the ratio,t et
ad/bc, was used. Only three of 305 contingency tables had 
zero frequencies in any cell. In these cases, Yates cor­
rection (Guilford, 1°50) was applied to the contingency 
table and Contingency Coefficients computed. Inter corre­
lations amo in; the 35 independent variables are shown in 
the upper half of Table IV.
l>i rect Principal Axis Factor Ana 1 ysis
The matrix of intercorrel ations was subjected to a 
principal axis factor analysis, us in ft an IBM Type o5U Com­
puter and a propram developed by Wright (ld57). The 
propram computes a basic principal axis solution suggested 
by P. Horst. Factor extraction is continued until a speci­
fied percent of variance has been taken out. In the present 
case, unities were inserted in the principal diagonal of the 
correlation matrix for computing, but the computer was in­
structed to stop extraction when approximately do to 100 
percent of the reliable variance had been accounted for and 
where the total reliable variance was estimated as the sum 
of the highest column values of the basic matrix.
In the computation of the factor loading matrix, the 
computer stopped after 4 factors had been extracted. At
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TABLE IV
Intercorrelations (r ) Among the Independent Items (Upper Half) and
*Final Residual Matrix iLower Half)
OFFSTAT
Item 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
OFFSTAT
1 85 85 72 72 67 77 63 85 75 81 94
2 09 — 85 62 62 67 77 63 85 97 88 94
3 -02 -07 — 90 90 77 88 86 97 88 90 90
4 -02 -10 08 — 85 62 72 71 81 81 85 85
5 01 -11 04 14 — 62 72 77 94 72 77 77
6 06 -07 -05 -11 -13 — 86 83 77 77 88 81
7 -03 -07 -05 -02 -05 12 — 72 77 76 94 88
8 -12 -09 04 -11 01 09 -02 — 83 81 85 85
9 02 02 02 -02 07 -04 -09 -03 — 92 81 88
10 -05 16 -01 -04 02 OO -05 -04 06 — 88 94
11 01 01 -06 03 -03 05 06 04 -10 -02 -- 96
12 09 09 -05 -02 -03 01 02 -03 -05 -01 03 --
CHIEFSTAT II 
1 -06 05 -02 00 11 -11 03 -06 02 03 -04 11
2 08 07 09 -05 -18 -04 -01 -13 02 00 04 01
3 00 -01 -08 -04 -11 13 10 02 -04 00 06 -07
4 05 00 14 -02 01 -19 08 -10 -02 -12 -06 01
5 08 01 08 -26 -19 11 11 04 -01 -11 04 07
6 -06 01 -11 11 -04 02 -02 06 -02 09 -02 -07
7 01 00 02 02 04 -02 -06 06 06 OO -05 -01
8 12 00 -09 00 10 -02 07 04 -05 06 06 -04
9 05 -03 -12 09 -06 16 03 OO -08 02 06 -08
10 02 - m 04 01 03 -04 -07 05 06 -02 -08 -01
11 -02 04 07 04 13 -15 -12 -02 11 -01 -04 02
12 02 -03 -01 07 05 04 -12 -02 01 03 05 04
CHIEFSTAT I 
1 21 01 04 OO -15 -15 -15 12 01 -07 05 -03
2 -22 12 08 -15 -10 04 -03 08 —02 03 02 14
3 -12 02 —06 -09 08 -09 16 -18 16 15 -16 05
4 -04 -02 -11 09 06 04 13 03 -05 05 05 -10
5 -18 15 02 -06 07 -13 -02 -06 13 18 -08 -09
6 -05 -17 17 -05 20 10 09 06 -11 -10 —06 -04
7 16 08 07 -12 -13 09 -07 11 05 00 01 -Ol
8 -23 -10 -10 15 04 -12 09 09 07 -01 -02 -01
9 35 17 -16 -07 -07 -02 -08 -04 -20 06 10 31
10 07 -04 -12 -05 -05 15 15 -10 -02 -10 06 04
11 -15 -11 08 20 -15 01 -24 32 -04 -06 -02 00
*Decimals omitted. Itea numbers refer to the original numbers in each 
of the questionnaires as shown in Appendix A-l and A-2.
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TABLE IV Cont*d.




6 7 8 9 10 11 12
OFFSTAT
1 10 38 It 44 38 03 10 -03 11 04 17 18
2 10 10 -04 31 25 03 -04 -03 -17 -10 17 -10
3 11 25 -03 58 41 02 1) -02 -16 05 31 05
4 44 31 31 50 31 38 31 31 31 24 50 37
5 44 17 17 62 31 38 44 44 17 37 62 37
6 24 11 38 31 63 * 31 24 25 25 18 31 18
7 10 10 10 44 37 05 -04 09 -05 -11 04 -11
8 44 31 44 50 66 41 44 43 30 37 51 37
0 38 38 24 57 51 31 38 25 11 31 56 31
10 37 24 24 30 37 19 10 23 OQ 03 31 17
11 17 17 17 37 44 11 04 17 03 -04 24 10
12 44 31 17 50 56 11 17 17 03 10 38 24
CHIEFSTAT II 
1 67 91 72 85 83 91 85 85 88 98 88
2 -10 — 85 81 85 63 77 85 85 81 72 81
3 -05 05 — 72 92 90 85 85 •7 81 88 81
4 -01 14 01 — 88 58 81 72 61 76 86 67
3 -08 14 04 11 — 66 85 76 76 81 90 81
6 08 -04 14 -15 -08 — 90 86 61 88 85 88
7 04 -04 -04 02 01 -01 — 92 85 98 98 94
8 -05 09 -05 -01 -09 04 -01 — 91 94 90 88
9 01 01 10 -06 01 -15 -05 06 - - 88 83 94
10 01 04 -08 00 -01 -01 -01 02 00 — 97 91
11 03 -03 -05 04 -04 -02 01 -03 -01 01 — 92
12 01 -09 -OP -07 01 07 00 -01 01 00 04 —
CHIEFSTAT I 
1 -22 24 -06 05 -04 08 -07 12 15 -05 -11 13
2 -07 -09 04 01 16 -05 09 -17 -09 02 08 -02
3 04 -04 -28 -07 -11 -05 04 01 -12 13 09 23
4 11 -18 IP -14 -22 17 -01 04 15 -01 -08 -13
5 04 -08 05 -04 -07 02 -01 17 06 -07 03 -04
6 05 -13 03 -03 04 -16 00 -14 -07 -01 06 14
7 -03 23 -03 04 15 -22 04 -04 -15 14 09 -11
8 10 -22 -02 10 -11 20 10 -14 -08 05 09 03
9 02 01 -01 -10 18 -25 11 -04 -12 -11 04 09
10 12 -02 05 -04 01 05 03 -06 03 -12 -04 -10
11 -15 05 04 05 12 09 -14 06 -02 00 -15 -04
*Decimal* omitted. Item numbers refer to the original numbers in 
each of the questionnaires as shown in Appendix A-l and A-2,
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TABLE IV Cont'd. 
CHIEFSTAT I*




50 -02 14 46 11 22 44 -04 18 37 37
2 02 16 03 18 25 -18 17 -04 -13 -04 20
3 11 24 04 21 13 22 17 -07 -48 -03 46
4 -02 -16 03 38 17 18 11 32 -18 04 67
5 -02 20 19 38 03 22 -17 -10 -33 04 11
6 -46 -02 -19 04 -17 02 04 -18 -28 -04 20
7 -06 11 25 43 09 14 04 13 -38 24 11
8 11 12 -04 36 16 30 11 23 -14 03 80
9 02 16 30 32 25 02 17 10 -42 11 37
10 -07 -11 24 30 50 14 31 27 -08 -04 47
11 -02 03 -14 24 03 -02 11 04 -18 04 33
12 02 16 19 24 17 18 24 18 13 17 51
CHIEFSTAT II 
1 -50 -16 19 24 17 38 11 18 28 17 16
2 46 20 35 38 17 38 50 -10 28 44 51
3 -26 03 -14 38 17 38 11 04 28 17 33
4 -07 25 08 16 -05 14 04 -02 -08 10 29
5 -34 12 -04 -07 02 30 25 -08 33 03 43
6 -14 24 04 35 -16 -09 -38 -08 -17 11 12
7 -26 37 19 24 -11 18 -04 -10 28 17 —02
8 -11 -06 13 22 16 09 -03 -22 17 03 24
9 14 12 13 49 16 30 -03 -08 17 31 24
10 -30 25 24 16 -19 14 04 -16 07 -04 07
11 -46 16 14 04 -03 22 04 -04 17 -04 02
12 18 25 54 30 09 55 04 -02 37 24 29
CHIEFSTAT I 
1 40 25 64 35 36 50 38 04 38 47
2 —02 — 25 50 -06 -08 -02 -34 26 37 05
3 -26 -05 — 34 29 30 14 32 -01 50 66
4 -06 -01 -20 — 36 72 92 30 -04 82 39
5 -05 09 00 -01 — 30 38 49 17 44 61
6 -10 -11 -11 20 -23 «— 42 53 30 58 50
7 00 11 -16 -06 -17 -11 — 38 47 38 37
8 10 -05 -13 09 -03 07 -13 — -12 18 34
9 -06 38 -12 -14 -06 00 24 -35 -- 13 -05
10 -31 -03 01 12 07 07 00 -06 -03 — 33
11 05 04 29 -14 06 -08 17 -13 -22 -13 —
★Decimals omitted. Item numbers refer to the original numbers 
in each of the questionnaires as shown in Appendix A-l and A-2.
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this point, about percent of the reliable variance had 
been taken out. The final residual matrix, shown in the 
lower half of Tab If' IV, contained mostly zero entries.
Table V shows the unrotated and rotated factor matrices 
and communalities involving the 35 independent ratings. 
Since the tetrachoric correlations were estimated to only 
two decimal places with the procedure used in this study, 
the values shown in Table1 V are not accurate in the second 
place. This accounts for some of the communalities being 
greater than 1.uO.
Rotation of Factor Matrix
In order to make the factors more independent and, 
thus, more meaningful, the principal axis factors were ro­
tated to simple structure using, the graphical procedure 
described by Guilford (1054). After three rotations, ap­
proximate simple structure had been reached. For uniformi­
ty, an arbitrary value of .30 was selected as a significant 
loading during the rotation and interpretation of the 
factors. Rotated Loadings are shown in Table V.
Description of Factors
Factor 1, which accounted for 37 percent of the vari­
ance, contained significant loadings on the following:
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TABLE V
Unrotated and Rotated Factor Matrices and Comraunalities 
Involving Independent Ratings *
Unrotated Factor
IXBM I II III IV
OFFSTAT
1 66 59 19 11
a 55 71 -15 03
3 69 71 -13 14
4 78 41 -04 -14
5 77 36 -22 29
6 67 43 -43 -08
7 60 69 -09 13
8 84 35 -04 -09
9 83 49 -11 12
10 73 59 -01 -28
11 68 66 -20 -03
12 79 59 -01 -09
CHIEFSTAT II
1 78 -53 -07 -32
2 74 -46 34 08
3 73 —60 00 -22
4 82 -24 -14 13
5 85 -35 -17 -24
6 66 -54 -24 22
7 73 -65 -14 16
8 71 -61 -11 -05
9 65 -67 14 02
10 68 -69 -18 11
11 83 -51 -27 -07
12 74 -63 18 08
CHIEFSTAT I
1 -01 18 82 36
2 18 -07 18 80
3 23 -03 54 20
4 44 07 68 39
5 19 15 61 -35
6 34 -10 67 —20
7 19 13 61 -33
8 07 16 52 -48
9 02 -36 31 -25
10 23 -03 72 29




Unrotated and Rotated Factor Matrices and Communalities 
Involving Independent Ratings*
Rotated Factor
ITEM I II III IV h2
OFFSTAT
1 -02 89 05 21 84
2 -13 88 -12 -10 82
3 -07 98 -19 -01 100
4 23 85 08 -10 79
5 25 81 -36 06 85
6 16 79 -23 -36 83
7 -11 91 -16 01 87
8 31 86 04 -06 84
9 19 94 -16 02 95
10 07 94 20 -19 96
11 -03 95 -11 -17 94
12 10 98 06 -06 98
CHIEFSTAT II
1 94 22 19 -19 100
2 81 24 17 37 88
3 94 14 16 -07 93
4 73 45 -19 05 77
5 85 40 06 -22 93
6 84 13 -32 04 83
7 97 11 -21 09 101
8 94 12 -04 -03 90
9 92 03 08 20 89
10 97 04 -20 02 98
11 95 28 -13 -17 103
12 94 13 06 27 98
CHIEFSTAT I
1 -21 11 30 83 84
2 11 09 —46 69 71
3 13 15 22 54 38
4 17 37 18 78 81
5 00 24 67 21 55
6 27 19 60 37 61
7 01 23 66 22 54
8 -07 16 71 04 54
9 27 -23 39 08 28
10 12 15 28 73 65
11 16 50 55 28 66




1 te m Loading
7. Judgment of M e n ........................................  . °7
10. Leadership .Skills................................  . °7
11 . S t a t u s ........................................  .93
1. Technical Competence ........................  .04
3. Ability to Organize and Administer Work . . . .94
8. M o t i v a t i o n .................................... . CM
12. Overall hffectivonoss ........................  .u4
°. Ability to Motivate M e n ............ .. . u2
5. l-orehandodin s s ...............................  .83
6. Interest in His M e n ...........................  .84
2. Ability to Control M e n ......................  .81
4. Reliability.................................... .73
Superior Ratings on 
8. M o t i v a t i o n .......................................  .31
These are almost exclusively the twelve evaluations of the 
chiefs by their peers. As may be seen, loadings among 
these items ranged from .73 to .97, with 8 being .92 or 
higher. Only one other item was significantly loaded on 
this factor, the superior's rating on motivation.
It is clear that Factor I is the result of the oper­
ation of a halo effect among the chiefs who evaluated their 
peers. If a chief was rated at a particular level on any
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one of tro 12 characteristics, there was a tendency to 
rate him at that level on all the rest. To call this factor 
halo, however, does not indicate what is most probably the 
underlying reason for the halo. it seems likely that a 
chief would be more highly rated on all characteristics if 
he were more highly esteemed by his peers. And, converse­
ly, a chief not esteemed or held in low regard by his 
peers, would likely be rated lower on all characteristics. 
Because of this, it is believed that Factor 1 is best 
identified as Esteem-by-Peers. The term, esteem, as used 
here is meant to conform to the concept proposed by Bass 
(195^). He defines esteem as the perceived worth of a 
member to a group regardless of his position, that is, the 
extent to which he is valued as a person. This is con­
trasted with status which he defines as the perceived value 
of a member to a group because of his official rank or po­
sition .
These results do not explain, however, why one chief 
is more highly esteemed than another. But the items which 
seem to make a relatively greater contribution to the 
factor are those dealing with leadership skills, judgment of 
men, status, technical competence, and ability to organize 
and administer work. Those contributing relatively less 
are concerned with reliability (conformance to SOP), fore­
handedness (eagerness to please officers), interest in
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subordinates and ability to control his men (mi 1itaristi- 
cally). If the loadings of these items are interpreted 
as indicating relative contribution to "Esteem by Peers," 
then it seems that the chief most highly esteemed by other 
chiefs would know how to work with his men to get a job 
done, have the power to make decisions about himself and 
his work group, and be technically competent. The chief 
less well esteemed by peers, on the other hand, might be 
more concerned about following standard operating pro­
cedures, anticipating and satisfying his superior offi­
cers, satisfying his subordinates, and being militaristic. 
This is only speculatory, of course, but seems to be con­
sistent.
The second factor was comprised, for the most part, 
of the rating scales completed on the chiefs by their 




3. Ability to Organize and Administer Work . . . .98
13. Overall Effectiveness .................. .98
11. Status .....................................
9. Ability to Motivate Men ................
10. Leadership Skills .........................
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Item Loading
7. Judgment ot M o n ....................................... VI
1. Technical C o m p e t e n c e ................................ 89
2. Ability to Control M e n ..............................88
8. M o t i v a t i o n ........................................... 86
4. Reliability ........................................... 85
5. F o r e h a n d e d n e s s ....................................... 81
6. Interest in His M e n ...................................79
Peer Rating on
4 . Reliability ............................................45
5. F o r e h a n d e d n e s s ....................................... 40
Sell Ratings on
11. All things considered, are you satisfied with
your career as a chief in the N a v y ? ...................50
4. Do you find yourself actually doing work that
your men ought to p e r f o r m ? .........................37
This was the largest of the four factors, accounting for 
about 40 percent of the total variance. Just as with the 
peer evaluation items in Factor 1, the superiors ratings 
load extremely high on this factor, ranging from .79 to 
.98. Four other items load appreciably on Factor II, how­
ever, peer rating on "reliability” and "Forehandedness," 
and self appraisals on "interference with own responsi­
bility" and "satisfaction with career in the Navy."
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Factor II may be interpreted somewhat like Factor I, 
as Ksteem-by-Superiors. The rating scales in this section 
contributing most to the definition of the factor are 
"Ability to Organize and Administer Work," "Status," 
"Ability to Motivate Men," and "Leadership." Those con­
tributing somewhat less are "Reliability," "Forehanded­
ness," and "Interest in his Men."
As indicated above, there was a tendency for chiefs 
rated high by officers to be also rated high by other 
chiefs on "Reliability" and "Forehandedness," the items 
which seemed to contribute relatively less to "hsteem by 
Peers." Also, the chiefs themselves indicated that others 
did not interfere with activities that they considered their 
own responsibility, arid that they were more satisfied with 
their careers in the Navy if they were rated high by their 
superiors.
Factor 111 accounted for about 12 percent of the total 
variance and was made up mostly of self appraisal items, 
as may be seen below:
Self Ratings on
Item Loading
8. Do the officers agree with actions you 
recommend on special requests? . . . . .71
5. Are you or your men praised by officers 
when you do a good job? .............. .67
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Item Loading
7. Since you made chief, have you had enough of a
chance to keep pace with the changing technical 
requirements of your job:’ ...........................bo
b. Are you b y - p a s s e d ? .................................. bO
11. All things considered, are you satisfied with
your career as a chief in the N a v y ? ............... 55
° . Are you satisfied with the quality of work
turned out by your m e n ? ............................. 3<>
1. l)o you agree that CPOs have as much authority
as they need to have? ................  oO
2. Do you find yourself actually doing work that
your men ought to p e r f o r m ? ...................... -.4b
Sup erior Kating on
5. F o r e h a n d e d n e s s .....................................-.3b
Peer Rating on
b. Interest in His Men .............................. -.32
Light of the Self appraisal items loaded Factor ill to some 
extent. Items with highest loadings dealt with such things
as having officers accept recommendations, being praised by 
officers, keeping pace with technology, not being by-passed, 
and being satisfied with their career in the Navy. Items 
reflecting satisfaction with the quality of work of sub­
ordinates and satisfaction with their authority were also 
positively loaded. The item from this section which indi­
cated that the chief did work that his men ought to have
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performed was loaded negatively. The Self ratings which 
comprise this factor seem to reflect a general satis­
faction with the position of the chief in the \avy. There-
wtore, Factor 111 was identified as Career Sat isf act ion.
Both the superior's rating on "Forehandedness," and the 
peer ratine, on "Interest in Men" were negatively loaded.
Factor IV was significantly loaded by the following:
Self Ratings on
Item Loading
1 . J)o you agree that CFOs have as much auth­
ority as they need to h a v e ? ................  .S3
4. Do you find others interfering in activities
that you consider your own responsibility?.. .78
Id. Are orders that you have given to the men
later changed by someone e l s e ? ...........  .73
2. Do you find yourself actually doing work
that your men ought to p e r f o r m ? ...........  .6b
3. Are you kept informed about division matters
by your division o f f i c e r s ? ................  .54
6 . Are you b y - p a s s e d ? .......................... .37
Superior Ratings on
6 . Interest in His M e n ............................. -.36
Peer Ratings on
2. Ability to Control M e n .......................... 37
As shown, this factor was also comprised mostly of items
44
from self ratings.
It accounted for about Id percent ot the common factor 
variance. The six items from this section referred to such 
things as satisfaction with authority, lack of interference 
with the chief's work and responsibilities, lack of ne­
cessity for doing work for subordinates, adequate communi­
cation between division officers and the chief, and praise 
for good work. The peer rating, "Ability to Control Men," 
was positively loaded while the superior's rating, "Interest 
in his Men," was negatively loaded. Hactor IV seems to re­
flect the chief's perception of his own power or control 
over the work situation and his satisfaction with his power. 
Although this factor seems to include items which indicate 
both amount of power and degree of satisfaction with power, 
it has been identified as Personal Control.
Bass (1950) has defined Personal Control as the ex­
tent to which one member of a group can regulate the be­
havior of another member through manipulation of certain 
rewards and punishments, regardless of his position. Hactor 
IV is believed to conform more to this conception. It is 
distinguished from the control of an individual because of 
his formal status or position, since all of the chiefs in 
this study had the same status. According to Bass, Person­
al Control may originate from a number of sources, but one
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of the principal sources is esteem. In the Navy, the chief 
may have personal control because he is esteemed by his 
superiors or because he is esteemed by his subordinates. 
Being esteemed by his superiors might allow him to use one 
set of controls to regulate the behavior of his subordi­
nates, while being esteemed by his subordinates might make 
available another set. These sets of controls might be 
entirely different, the former being the type typically 
found in a military situation, and the latter being person­
al approval or the like. The item content of Hactor V 
suggests that the former conception may be more applicable 
to this group of ratings. That is, the kind of personal 
control implied in this factor would seem more likely to 
be derived from esteem by superiors, bringing with it 
certain decision making powers, freedom from interference 
and more direct communication between the chief and his 
superior.
Hactor Scores
The analyses to this point resulted in the isolation 
of six groups of chiefs who were more like each other than 
like anyone else or any other group. Analysis of the vari­
ables which had been used to identify the chief types re­
vealed that only four factors were involved, Esteem-by- 
Peers, Esteem-by-Officers, Career Satisfaction, and Person­
al Control. To more clearly identify the chief types, it
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was believed desirable to compare the types on each of the 
four factors. In order to make this comparison, factor 
scoring keys were developed so that each of the items could 
be used to arrive at total scores for each factor. tach 
item was weighted roughly in proportion to its factor load­
ing, using single digit weights ranging from 1 to 7, where 
a weight of 1 was ^iven to a loading of between .31 and .40, 
and a weight of 7, to a loading of between .91 and 1.00.
A score was obtained for each chief on each of the 
factor keys. Intercorrelations among the factor scores 
were calculated. These are shown in Table VI. It is of 
interest to note that, although simple structure had been 
approximated, there were significant correlations between 
Factors 1 and II and between Factors 111 and IV. The first 
coefficient indicates that there is significant, but far 
from perfect, agreement between officers and chiefs on 
which chiefs are highly esteemed and which are less well 
esteemed. The second seems to indicate that there is a 
significant positive correlation between Personal Control 
and Career Satisfaction. None of the other correlations 
in Table VI is significant.
Table VII shows the mean scores for each chief type 
on each of the four factors and the overall means and 
standard deviations. In order to facilitate the compari­
son of profiles, the means in Table VII were converted to
TABLR VI
Intercorrelations among the Independent 
Factor Scores <N*45)
Factor
Factor I II Ill IV
I Esteem by Peers —
**.39 .04 .26
II Esteem by Superiors — .01 .17
m Career Satisfaction --
*.30
IV Personal Control — -
* Significant at the .05 level of confidence 
♦♦Significant at the .01 level of confidence
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TABLE VII
*Mean Reversed Paetor Scores by Chief Type and Pactor
Factor
















Car eer S 
facti
I 260 241 18
2 180 261 41
3 213 104 34
4 148 260 34
5 268 153 33
6 169 162 29
Mean 204 197 32
S.D. 72 72 10
*In the original scoring, low scores were high; the weans have 
been reversed to wake high scores high.
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standard score form* using the overall mean and standard 
deviation of each factor, and plotted in Figure 1. It can 
be seen that each Chief Type had a unique profile when all 
four factors were involved and that there were relatively 
wide differences between the types on each factor.
Examination of Figure 1 also seemed to show that there 
was some correlation between chief type mean factor scores. 
Rank order correlations were computed between the ranked 
factor means. These are shown in Table VIII. Only one 
was statistically significant, between listeem-by-Superiors 
and Personal Control. This is consistent with the in­
terpretation of Factor IV given above and indicates that, 
among chief types, chiefs more highly esteemed by superior 
officers had greater personal control. That is, a chief 
who had the approval of those who had authority over him was 
able to have more of his suggestions accepted, make decision 
without having them changed later, and, in general, remain 
independent from close control by his superior. Because the 
factors were not highly interrelated, it was therefore 
possible to obtain differential profiles.
Description of Chief Types
Chief Type 1_ (Dissatisfied-but-Esteemed) . As Figure 
1 shows, Chief Type 1 was relatively highly esteemed by 
both peers and officers. However, he expressed an extreme­
ly high degree of dissatisfaction with his career. With
50
TABLE VIII
Hank Order Correlations between Chief Type 
Mean Factor Scores 
Factor
Factor I II III IV
I Esteem by
Peers —  -.60 -.66 -.4 5
II Esteem by *





^Significant at the .05 level of confidence (Siegal,
1956).
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regard to Personal Control, he was only slightly above 
average. It seems likely that Chief Type 1 was discharg­
ing his responsibilities in such a way as to please his 
peers and superiors. However, to have had such a low 
score on Factor III, Chief Type 1 had to have indicated 
that his recommendations were not accepted by officers, 
that he could not keep pace, that he was being by-passed 
as well as that he was dissatisfied with his position. In 
spite of this he also indicated that he was able to main­
tain slightly above average independence from interference 
and identification as a supervisor rather than as only 
another member of the working gang. Since Career Satis­
faction also loaded on the Officer Esteem Factor, it is 
probable that Chief Type l's dissatisfaction with his 
career was not perceived by his superior officers. In 
summary, then, Chief Type 1 seems to have been the kind 
of chief who was competent enough as a supervisor to be 
highly esteemed by both his peers and his superiors, but 
had only slightly above average personal control. He was 
relatively highly dissatisfied with his career in the Navy
Chief Type 2 (Satisfied-officer-like). As seen in 
the profile (Figure 1), Chief Type 2 was relatively poor­
ly regarded by his peers, highly esteemed by his superior 
officers, highly satisfied with his career and had the
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highest degree of personal control of all the types. A 
profile like this is difficult to explain since the present 
data do not indicate the specific reasons for this. How­
ever, the pattern suggests at least one interpretation. It 
could be that this type of chief is somewhat too eager to 
satisfy his superiors, which he does successfully to gain 
their esteem, too closely identified with the officers 
rather than the chiefs and much too enthusiastic about his 
job and the Navy to be esteemed by most of his peers. As 
noted above, superiors seemed to place relatively more 
weight on such things as organizing and administering work 
and, in general, fulfilling what they perceived to be the 
leadership functions as head of the work group rather than 
on such things as conforming to standard operating, pro­
cedures, attempting to keep up with the formal rules and 
regulations and anticipate all these factors that would af­
fect the work situation, and taking a personal interest in 
men. This chief type has a high degree of personal control; 
he was personally running his unit without interference from 
others and was clearly maintaining his identity as a super­
visor rather than simply as a high graded technician. Chief 
Type 2 seems to be an effective, militant kind of supervisor.
Chief Type _3 (Average Chief) . As shown in Figure 1, 
Chief Type 3 was found to be about average on all four of 
the independent factors. This type was neither highly
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esteemed nor poorly regarded by either officers or peers.
He was only slightly above average with regard to satis­
faction with his career as a chief and only slightly below 
average in the amount of personal control in the manage­
ment of the work situation. Officers and chiefs agreed on 
the value of this type of chief. This profile suggests a 
kind of unobtrusive, torceless supervisor, content to allow 
everything in the work situation to stabilize without his 
aid or interterence. Since he has relatively little impact 
in any direction, he could not be highly valued or strongly 
rejected.
Chi ef T y p e (Satisfied-Off icer-Like) . The profile
of this chief type was somewhat similar to Type 2 , as may
%
be seen in figure 1. But he was more extreme on the first 
two factors and more nearly average on the other two.
Chief Type 4 was relatively very poorly regarded by peers, 
highly esteemed by superior officers, only slightly above 
average in amount of career satisfaction and somewhat above 
average in degree of personal control. The same interpre­
tation could be made here as above. This type of chief may 
be too much bent on satisfying the commands of his officers 
or too concerned about the quality of work being done to be 
highly esteemed by most other chiefs. As already pointed 
out, officers tended to value more highly the task oriented 
supervisor, whereas the chiefs tended to more highly esteem
54
the chief they perceived to possess what they considered 
the personal attributes of a leader, such as ability to 
judge men, possession of leadership skills and technical 
competence. On the other hand, he was not exceptionally 
enthusiastic about his career compared to the other chiefs, 
but was somewhat above average in amount of personal con­
trol. This profile suggests that Chief Type 4 may be a 
more effective but less demanding kind of supervisor than 
Chief Type 2. He may not place a great deal of emphasis 
on his identification as a supervisor and may be more wil­
ling to pitch in and complete a job for his group when 
necessary. He may take a greater personal interest in his 
men. For these or some other reasons, he is rejected by 
his peers.
Chief Type 5 (CPO-like) . As would be expected from 
a polar opposite of Type 4, and as shown in Figure 1, Chief 
Type 5 had a profile which tended to be the reverse of the 
one just described. Type 5 was most highly esteemed by 
other chiefs, poorly regarded by officers and about average 
in career satisfaction and personal control. If an in­
terpretation of this type is made the reverse of the above, 
then Chief Type 5 tends to identify with other chiefs and 
to conform to the expectations of other chiefs rather than 
officers. That is, it would be guessed that he is less
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task oriented, less motivated, and probably less interest­
ed in the Navy than his superiors would like him to be, 
but, nevertheless, is seen by his peers as having the attri­
butes of a "good chief." Because he may be less concerned 
with work matters than Types 2 and 4, he was not valued by 
his officers. In general, this profile suggests that, 
while Chief Type 5 may be regarded as a desirable shipmate 
by his peers, he is not seen as an effective supervisor by 
his superiors.
Chief Type b (i)i ssa t i st icd - lnadequat e ) . The profile, 
shown in Figure 1 for Chief Type o was almost identical to 
the one for Type 3, except at a lower level. Chief Type 6 
was poorly regarded by both officers and other chiefs, had 
the lowest degree of personal control and was dissatisfied 
with his career in the Navy. This is probably the kind of 
chief who has few redeeming traits as far as his peers and 
his officers are concerned. It would be guessed that, in 
addition to lacking motivation, task orientation, and 
technical competence, he also lacks skill in interpersonal 
relations, particularly with peers and superiors.
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CHAPTER V 
ANALYSIS OF SUBORDINATE ATTITUDES
With six chief types isolated and, at least, partially 
identified by the preceding analyses, the next task was to 
determine what, if any, differential effects these types of 
supervisors had on the attitudes of the men they supervised. 
Before this effect could be measured, however, it was be­
lieved necessary to analyze the attitude questionnaire ad­
ministered to the enlisted men in order to determine what 
were the principal factors reflected in the 28 items.
Principal Axis Factor Analysis
The analysis of the enlisted men's attitude question­
naire was identical to the preceding factor analysis of 
the 35 independent rating scales. Tetrachoric intercorre­
lations between items were computed using the ratio, ad/bc, 
and the table prepared by Davidoff and Goheen (1953).
These are shown in the upper half of Table IX.
The matrix of intercorrelations was factor analyzed 
using the procedure described in the preceding principal 
axis factor analysis. Again, four factors were obtained 
which accounted for about 97 percent of the reliable vari­
ance. The final residual matrix is shown in the lower
TABLE IX
Intercorrelatious (r ) Among th« Attitude Questionnaire Items (Upper Half) and
*Pinal Residual Matrix (Lower Half)
(N * 559)
Item
Item No. I 2 3 4 5 6
1 52 28 24 37 28
2 06 --- 36 27 27 24
3 08 03 --- 46 19 36
4 10 03 10 -- 19 24
5 00 -14 03 03 -- 37
6 ♦06 -14 -04 -08 10 --
7 -08 06 02 07 05 -04
8 09 -09 -07 —06 03 03
9 -14 07 -15 -08 04 -01
10 -02 01 -01 -05 -03 -07
11 04 -20 10 -01 03 -06
12 -03 09 00 -10 05 03
13 03 03 -03 -10 -01 -05
14 -02 10 -07 04 05 -12
15 -13 -19 03 16 -07 05
16 05 -01 -03 -04 -04 07
17 -12 01 -02 -09 -11 -08
18 -14 07 -06 -11 -11 -18
19 -01 -09 -13 14 09 08
20 -01 05 03 -07 01 00
21 11 -07 08 01 -19 -02
22 -13 -04 -01 -06 -07 —02
23 -15 -10 -10 -06 25 -02
24 -07 -09 -04 -08 -09 01
25 03 -11 -09 -1C -12 -03
^Decimals omitted; item ntmibers refer to original 
Appendix A-3.
7 8 Q 10 11 12 13 14
24 14 13 40 20 06 30 17
45 14 36 38 12 16 37 42
49 29 15 06 49 16 40 39
49 20 17 14 33 37 23 34
30 09 26 51 23 11 18 18
39 33 29 13 30 16 34 28
______ 35 39 12 26 27 42 36
-01 — _ 10 -02 41 06 27 32
06 -12 -- 16 11 10 37 26
-06 01 -01 -- 20 12 09 09
-15 11 -16 06 -- 09 29 34
05 -03 -01 -04 -07 17 02
-03 -08 08 00 -08 04 --------- 45
-10 -07 -04 09 -04 -05 01 --
-03 11 00 -04 02 -05 -03 01
01 04 08 07 -10 05 -07 -01
-04 -05 -05 11 15 -04 -09 -03
06 -10 01 -07 -02 12 06 -05
-15 01 -02 00 -07 -01 -22 -02
-11 02 -02 02 02 -15 09 -02
-01 -19 -15 06 03 -01 -07 -05
-11 -01 -14 -16 -06 -05 -02 -02
-07 -04 06 -10 -02 -00 04 06
02 08 -02 -06 12 -08 —08 -05
-02 -04 02 -08 -03 01 04 07
numbers on the EMSTAT Questionnaire as shown in
TABLE IX Cont'd
I tea
Itea No. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
26 -09 07 -12 -06 -13 -18 17 -08 08 -02 -14 07 00 -04
27 —02 -01 -07 -01 -03 -02 -04 —01 -02 02 04 -27 -04 06




Item No. 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
1 27 17 10 22 15 05 36 30 -03 34 21 19 09 25
2 25 24 36 36 26 18 30 39 19 30 14 47 17 36
3 19 43 44 14 34 30 55 12 33 09 24 34 27 45
4 31 59 23 10 36 53 30 09 28 13 32 23 61 44
5 48 06 07 19 26 08 00 49 36 43 06 12 08 25
6 34 45 33 06 50 22 41 24 35 26 27 25 26 59
7 22 52 43 31 33 23 47 12 37 25 36 65 36 36
8 17 40 32 02 39 20 20 02 31 11 19 29 23 45
9 23 37 26 20 29 15 17 07 34 18 25 40 20 24
10 54 16 17 23 06 17 11 45 -07 53 13 11 18 15
11 23 31 54 19 33 28 43 13 34 31 27 26 35 40
12 00 55 06 23 08 43 04 02 06 07 40 12 29 28
13 16 35 35 27 23 32 39 14 45 07 34 45 26 51
14 14 40 45 13 47 16 46 07 50 -02 34 45 31 35
15 — — 08 17 20 29 03 15 69 13 48 12 24 10 18
16 00 -- 35 13 53 60 28 11 44 12 32 41 67 54
17 -01 -07 24 40 26 50 12 36 22 29 45 33 48
18 -12 -07 04 — — 12 13 27 28 08 24 27 30 16 33
19 11 11 11 -08 — - 24 50 21 44 05 25 41 24 66
20 -02 -06 -06 -02 04 -- 29 14 25 14 47 06 67 14
21 -04 -11 -11 06 -01 14 -- 20 38 14 30 47 19 53
22 09 04 04 -04 07 07 05 - — 20 53 24 22 12 20
23 01 00 00 -09 00 00 -07 11 — - 18 23 38 45 33
24 -08 —02 -02 -07 -08 -03 02 -05 09 -- 31 28 24 13
25
*
-06 22 -22 07 -04 -03 03 06 07 08 —— 43 51 37






I t a  No. 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
26 -02 04 04 06 -09 -09 -05 -01 -05 08 16 22 47
27 01 -02 -02 -02 -04 -03 -04 -02 14 05 -01 -01 — 26
28 -07 06 06 08 13 -13 -01 08 -15 -07 02 -06 -08
O'o
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half of Table IX. Only zero or near zero entries remained.
Rotation of the Factor Matrix. The principal axis 
factor matrix was graphically rotated to approximate simple 
structure, two factors at a time. Six rotations were made. 
Both the unrotated and rotated matrices and communalities 
are shown in Table X.
Descript ion of Subordinate Attitude Factors
Factor I contained loading of .30 or better on the 
following items:
Item Loading
19. Petty Officers Usually know how to do
their jobs. 73
28, When there is an emergency, you can
count on the petty officers for leader­
ship. 68
21. When a man has a legitimate complaint,
something usually is done about it. 67
14. Generally speaking, officers know how
to do their jobs. 66
17. The work that a sailor is given to do
is usually necessary. 64
23. Officers and chiefs usually get along
well with each other. 63
3. Discipline in the Navy is usually fair. 59
6. Generally speaking, petty officers take 
a personal interest in their subordi­
nates. 58
8. In my division a man usually gets the
information he ought to get. 56
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TADLB X
Unrotated and Rotated Attitude Factor Matrices and Comminalit iea*
UNROTATED
 __________ FACTOR _____ _____
ITEM 1 11 111 IV
1 43 42 -04 19
2 57 30 -13 42
3 63 -17 -14 -04
4 01 -19 39 -11
5 42 58 03 -26
6 61 03 -12 -31
7 70 -08 -06 26
8 47 -22 -18 -32
9 47 04 -08 24
10 35 67 26 -01
11 58 -06 -07 -32
12 34 -17 59 24
13 61 -11 -17 25
14 61 -20 -30 03
15 43 63 01 —28
16 71 -36 33 -06
17 63 -14 -24 01
18 39 24 04 48
19 64 -15 -25 -30
20 50 -27 62 -06
21 64 -13 -33 08
22 41 67 07 -14
23 58 -21 -15 -24
24 41 60 20 -08
25 56 -10 31 21
26 65 -03 -29 35
27 58 -27 54 -10
28 73 -10 -20 -06
* Decimals Quitted
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TABLE X Cont'd. 
llnrotated and Rotated Attitude Factor Matrices 
and Communalities*
ROTATED FACTOR
ITEM I II III IV h2
1 18 41 00 44 39
2 30 25 02 68 62
3 59 03 25 18 44
4 30 11 68 10 57
5 21 74 06 08 60
6 58 30 21 -01 47
7 49 03 29 49 57
8 5t> -16 21 -15 419 31 07 12 41 28
10 -06 73 15 29 64
11 56 21 27 -05 43
12 -12 -04 67 30 55
13 50 -04 16 44 47
14 66 -05 12 23 51
15 22 78 02 08 66
16 43 04 74 15 76
17 64 02 15 24 49
18 06 15 08 64 44
19 73 13 19 -04 59
20 08 03 83 07 70
21 67 01 07 31 55
22 13 76 03 20 64
23 63 04 26 -02 47
24 06 70 17 24 58
25 19 05 53 39 47
26 54 01 05 58 63
27 21 05 82 08 73
28 68 12 23 23 58
7* of Variance




11. Men in the Navy usually get the train­
ing they need for their job. 56
2b. Most men who stay in the Navy try to do
a good job. 54
13. In the Navy a man's good work is noticed
more often than his mistakes. 50
7. Men who make a career of the Navy are
usually good men to work with. 4<-»
16. Chiefs generally know how to handle men. 43
9. A man who can see his way to making chief
should stay in the Navy. 31
2. An officer's commission in the Navy is
something to be proud of. 30
4. A man can count on the chief for help
when he needs it. 30
It accounted for about 36 percent of the common factor 
variance and was significantly loaded by 17 of the 28 items. 
The items contained in this factor dealt with regular Navy 
personnel and practices. It implied a respect for these 
personnel and for the general treatment in the Navy.
Factor I would depict a mant positively associated with 
the factor, who felt that his officers, petty officers and 
regular Navy men knew their jobs, that treatment was fair, 
that his work, for which he felt he had been adequately 
trained, was necessary, and that he was recognized for his 
good work more often than for his mistakes. Because these
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items seemed to reflect feelings toward a number of things 
in Navy life, Factor I was identified as Attraction to the 
Navy.
Factor 11 seemed to clearly reflect Attraction to 
One's Work Group. As shown below, it contained seven 
items which had particular reference to a man's feelings 
for his immediate work group:
Item Loading
22. In our work gang if a man needs help, he
can count on the other men. 76
5. My work gang knows how to get a job done
right . 74
10. The work my gang does is important. 73
15. My gang is a good bunch to work with. 78
24. I like the work that I am doing. 70
1. A sailor with ability usually has a good
chance for promotion in the Navy. 41
6 . Generally speaking, petty officers take a
personal interest in their subordinates. 30
A man positively related to this factor would indicate that 
he felt that his gang was a good "bunch to work with," that 
he could count on the other men for help if he needed it, 
that his gang knew how to get a job done right, and so 
forth. Factor II accounted for 21 percent of the variance.




20. If I had a personal problem, my chief
would be a good man to talk it over with. 83
27. My chief is one of the most respected men
in our division. 82
lo. Chiefs generally know how to handle men. 74
4. A man can count on the chief for help when
he needs it. 68
12. The Navy would be better off if more at­
tention was paid to what chiefs had to say 
about it. 67
25. It*s a good idea for a man who is undecided 
about staying in the Navy to talk it over 
with his chief. 53
It was identified as Subordinates1 At tract ion to the Chief. 
As may be seen, the items in this factor all refer to the 
chief. A man scoring high on this factor would indicate 
that he felt the chief would be a good man with whom to 
talk over a personal problem, that he could count on his 
chief for help when he needed it, and that his chief was 
highly respected or should be. Factor III accounted for 
about 24 percent of the variance.
Factor IV accounted for 18 percent of the variance 
and was loaded by the following:
Item Loading
2. An officer*s commission in the Navy is
something to be proud of. 68
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Item Loading
18. It's easier to make friends in the
Navy than it is in civilian life. 64
26. Most men who stay in the Navy try to
do a good job. 58
7. Men who make a career of the Navy are
usually good men to work with. 49
1. A sailor with ability usually has a good
chance for promotion in the Navy. 44
13. In the Navy a man's good work is noticed
more often than his mistakes. 44
9. A man who can see his way to making
chief should stay in the Navy. 41
25. It's a good idea for a man who is unde­
cided about staying in the Navy to talk
it over with his chief. 39
21. When a man has a legitimate complaint,
something is usually done about it. 31
12. The Navy would be better off if more at­
tention was paid to what chiefs had to 
say about it. 20
Although ten items loaded the factor, only one was unique 
to this factor, "It’s easier to make friends in the Navy
than in civilian life." Six of the items were also loaded
on Factor I, one on Factor II, and two on Factor III.
Most of the items with high loading, however, were con­
cerned with feelings for other Navy personnel. It seems 
most likely that Factor IV indicates the extent of a man's 
Attraction to Navy Personnel in general.
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Pactor Scores
Following the factor analysis of the EMSTAT question­
naire, the papers were re-scored on factor keys, weighting 
each item roughly in proportion to its factor loading. 
Weights ranged from 1, for loadings between .30 and .35, 
to 6 for loadings between .76 and .85. Intercorrelations 
among factor scores were computed and are shown in Table 
XI. Although approximate simple structure had been at­
tained after rotation of the principal axis factor matrix, 
all of the factor scores are significantly correlated with 
each other. This finding seems reasonable since some of 
the items entered more than one factor score. There is 
still another reason why this might have occurred. It does 
not seem unreasonable to expect that a sailor will value as 
a sphere of satisfaction or be attracted to the Navy, per 
se, if he values his Navy superior more, if he values his 
Navy work group more, and if he values Navy men, per se, 
more than other men. This seems to be supported by these 
data. A second order factor of attraction to or satis­
faction with the Navy, its leaders, and men, and one's work 
group, was found when a centroid factor analysis of the 
intercorrelations among the primary factors (Table XI) was 
performed. Factors I to IV were loaded .87, .65, .75, .81 
on the first centroid, which accounted for 79 percent of
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TABLE XI
Intercorrelations and Reliabilities of the*Attitude Factor Scores 
(N « 559)
Factor
Factor I II IIr IV
I Attraction to the Navy .84 .44 .61 .74
II Attraction to One's Work Group .73 .37 .43
III Attraction to One's Chief .73 .55
IV Attraction to Navy Personnel .73
*Reliabilities have been entered in the principal diagonal; these 
are split half correlations corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula 
(Guilford, 1954).
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the reliable variance. The first residual matrix contain­
ed near zero entries except for the diagonal elements for 
Factors II and III. Whatever variance remained was due 
specifically to these two factors. No attempt was made, 
however, to obtain an overall score based on this analysis.
CHAPTER VI
ANALYSES OF SUBORDINATE ATTITUDE FACTORS BY CHIEF TYPES
With the preceding analyses completed, it was possible 
to attempt to answer one of the questions which initiated 
this study--’*does the type of supervisor have any differ­
ential effect on the attitudes of the men working under 
him?'* The inverse iterative analysis identified six types 
of chiefs on the basis of 35 rating scales completed by 
the chiefs themselves, their peers and their superior offi­
cers. These types were described after the principal 
factors in the 35 scales had been identified in the second 
analysis. In the third analysis, subordinates* attitudes 
were factor analyzed; four factors were obtained, and the 
questionnaires re-scored with factor keys. It is these four 
factor scores which are considered the dependent variables 
for this analysis. The purpose of this final analysis was 
to determine whether or not there were significant differ­
ences between the means of the six chief types with regard 
to the four attitudinal measures.
Groups-within-Treatments Analyses of Variance
The data for this analysis lent itself to a groups- 
within-treatment analysis of variance design with the group
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as the unit of analysis (Lindquist, 1953). The chief types 
were considered as treatments and the mean attitude scores 
of the work groups under each of the chiefs within a type 
as the groups within treatments. It would have been de­
sirable to have used the individual enlisted man as the 
unit of analysis because of the greater number of degrees 
of freedom. However, since the number in each work group 
varied, the "F” test was not appropriate (Lindquist, 1953).
Chiefs who supervised less than 5 men were excluded 
from this analysis. The number of chiefs on whom the a- 
nalyses are based was 37. Table XII shows the number of 
Chiefs within each type and means on the four dependent 
factors. Although the number of cases in the smallest cell 
was only two, the values for these were considered to be 
much more stable than individual measures since they were 
averages based on 13 and 16 individual scores.
Table XIII shows the summary analyses of variance for 
the four EMSTAT Attitude Factors. Although the degrees of 
lreedom were only 5 and 31, three of the four "F" ratios 
were significant at the .05 level of confidence. The other 
had a probability of .06, just above the level of accepta­
bility for rejecting the null hypothesis. With more degrees 
of freedom, this would probably have been significant.
When, the work groups within types are ignored and random­






Chief Type Mean Scores on the Four Attitude Factors
FACTOR
I II III
Attraction Attraction to Attraction to One’s 
to the Navy One’s Work Group Chief
IV
Attraction to Navy 
Personnel
I 3 136.75 56.80 76.96 57.33
2 3 139.07 60.46 76.30 58.63
3 11 130.41 51.98 63.85 55.69
4 2 138.59 60.43 84.77 62.60
5 10 137.53 55.48 72.62 57.36
6 8 136.36 58.46 72.98 57.99
Overall 37 135.33 55.64 71.07 57.40
Standard
Deviations 7.72 6.31 10.16 4.34
-4OJ
TABLE XIII
S um at y Analytes of Variance of the Pour Attitude Factors
Factor Measure of Subordinate’s Attraction
I II III IV
To the Nary To One’s Work Group To One’s Chief To Other Nary Personnel
Source of Variance Df MS F MS F MS F
Between Chief Types 5 173.80 2.427** 103.00 2.948* 240.00 2.937* 50.00 2.714*
Groups Within 
Chief Types 31 73.68 34.94 81.71 18.42




individual scores with 5 and 531 degrees of freedom, the 
difference between Chief Type means are all significant at 
well beyond the .01 level of confidence. As would be ex­
pected, in both analyses, the differences between means 
are larger for subordinate attitude Factors II and III than 
for I and IV. The supervisor would be expected to have 
more influence on attitudes of his group toward the super­
visor and toward the work group than toward the whole Naval 
organization and all Naval personnel.
Pescription of Hesults
The variation of chief type means around the overall 
mean are shown graphically in Figure 2 for each of the 
subordinate attitude factors. It can be seen that the 
work groups with Chief Type 4 (Satisfied-Officer-Like) who 
was poorly regarded by peers, highly esteemed by Officers, 
only slightly above average in Career Satisfaction and 
somewhat above average in Personal Control, in general were 
more attracted to Navy life, their group, their chief and 
to other Navy personnel.
Work groups under Chief Type 2 (Satisfied-Officer-Like) 
whose profile was similar to that of Chief Type 4, except 
that he was highly satisfied with his career in the Navy 
and had an extremely high degree of personal control, had 
a similar profile on the four attitude factors. These
groups were most highly attracted to the Navy, although 
about at the same level as the groups just described, were 
just as highly attracted to their work groups as the above, 
but were considerably less attracted to other Navy person­
nel. While both Chief Type 2 and 4 were probably highly 
competent, as judged by esteem by superior officers, but 
did not fulfill the expectations of their fellow chiefs, 
as judged by esteem by peers, they differed in amount of 
enthusiasm for their position in the Navy and in the ex­
tent to which they personally controlled the working situ­
ation. The type which was extremely enthusiastic about 
his career and which seemed to exert stronger, iiiore mili­
tant, personal control, was less attractive or well es­
teemed than the type who was only moderately satisfied with 
his career and exerted only a moderate amount of personal 
control. The same was true with regard to attraction to 
Navy personnel. It is guessed that the men in the work 
groups could not identify themselves as closely with the 
strong militant chief (Type 2), perceived all Navy person­
nel as being more like this chief, and therefore, were not 
attracted to the type of personnel in this organization.
It is also guessed that, because these chief types were 
competent and somewhat enthusiastic about their work, that 
the work groups tended to respect the Navy and the Navy 
way of life.
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The work groups under Chief Type 1 (Dissatisfied-but- 
Ksteemed) had attitudes toward Navy life, toward their own 
work group, and toward Navy personnel in general that were 
about average in comparison to other work groups. How­
ever, the groups tended to have somewhat above average at­
traction to this chief. This might have occurred because 
this type of chief was highly competent or because he may 
have had attitudes toward the Navy which were more similar 
to their own. This latter suggestion, it is believed, 
would have promoted closer identification between the chief 
and the men.
Attitudes expressed by the groups under Chief Type 5 
were very near average for all four factors. Chief Type 
5 was highly esteemed by other chiefs, poorly regarded by 
officers, but about average in career satisfaction and in 
degree of personal control.
The groups under Chief Type b, who was uniformly low 
on all the independent factors, expressed attitudes about 
like those under Chief Type 5 with but one exception. The 
groups under Chief Type 6 expressed a moderately high degree 
of attraction to their work group or cohesiveness among the 
members of the group. It is guessed that the men in these 
groups were more likely forced to band together for self­
protection or in order to meet the demands of their superi­
or officers, since the chief was apparently ineffectual in
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serving as a buffer between the working level and the 
higher management level.
The most surprising result was that the groups under 
Chief Type 3, who was uniformly average on the independent 
factors, expressed by far the most unfavorable attitudes 
on all of the four of the attitude factors. At least one 
explanation for this is available: in the Navy a number
of career personnel express the idea that they are "ci­
vilians on temporary active duty with the Navy for 20 
years," meaning that, although they do not particularly 
like the Navy or Navy life or the work they are doing, they 
have decided to disregard everything but the security of a 
20-year career and a substantial retirement income. Even 
though they are not particularly enthusiastic about their 
career and whatever is associated with it, they manage to 
do a fair but not exceptional job. The profile of Chief 
Typ e 3 seems to fit this pattern. These values would 
probably be counter to the values of most young American 
males. It would be guessed that they would reject the 
chief, and, if they perceived the regular Navy to be made 
up of this kind of individual, would probably express little 
satisfaction with the regular Navy or little attraction to 
other Navy personnel. Regardless of whether or not this is 
correct, the work groups under Chief Type 3 expressed atti­
tudes that were more unfavorable than any other groups.
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A general mechanism which could account for the find­
ing that subordinates tend to agree more with officers in 
esteem for a supervisor than with CPOs may operate some­
thing like as follows:
1. Officers, who are mostly college trained men, 
find the "human relations" approach to manage­
ment emphasized in their training these days and, 
consequently, see the need for consideration and 
understanding.
2. CPOs who are considerate of their subordinates 
are esteemed by officers.
3. Men working under considerate CPOs are more satis­
fied with him, with the Navy, and with their work 
group.
4. Conversely, some CPOs value each other more as in­
considerate "hardheads."
This type of result has been suggested in studies by 
Bass (1958). He found that supervisors from two different 
business concerns were rated higher by their own superior 




The purpose of the present study was, first, to iso­
late types of Chief Petty Officers on the basis of the 
chief’s self ratings and ratings made of him by fellow 
chiefs and superior officers and, then, determine what, 
if any, differences in attitudes of subordinates toward 
various aspects of Navy life existed between chief types.
In order to do this, a number of analysis were performed:
An inverse iterative factor analysis was performed to iso­
late Chief Types on the basis of the 35 independent rating 
scales; the independent variables were factor analyzed to 
determine the principal factors which had been used in iso­
lating types and to facilitate identification of chief 
types; the attitude questionnaire administered to subordi­
nates was factor analyzed to determine what factors were 
reflected in the items; and, finally, a groups-within- 
treatments analysis of variance was performed to determine 
if differences between attitude means were significant.
The method used in the present study differed from 
previous studies in that no attempt was made to identify 
criterion groups on the basis of any single dependent
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"morale” factor or on any independent factor. Most of the 
previous research used such a procedure and then attempted 
to find characteristic differences between the criterion 
groups. A basic assumption was made that selection of 
groups on a single criterion would tend to mask differences 
in the dependent variables as well as interactions between 
the independent and dependent variables. This had been 
suggested from research reported by Pelz (1953). The uses 
of inverse factor analysis for determining unique patterns 
or types of supervisors had not been previously used for 
this purpose. Although other researchers have reported 
the results of factoring either superior or subordinate 
ratings of supervisors separately, in this study ratings 
from three sources, selves, peers, and superiors, were in­
cluded in one analysis. It is believed that the results 
from these analyses point out some peculiar interactions 
between these variables and help clarify the relationships 
between types of supervision and attitudes of subordinates 
toward the supervision, the work group, Navy personnel and 
toward the Navy in general.
The inverse iterative factor analysis resulted in the 
isolation of six types of chiefs that had different pro­
files on the independent variables. With 35 dichotomously
scored variables, the number of unique patterns possible
35would be 2 (Alf, 1956). The six clusters that were found
82
to account for all of the individuals is, of course, much 
less than this and was partially due to the intercorre­
lation of the 35 items. Kvcn with the four factors, found 
by subsequent analysis to account for the variance in the 
35 original items, however, the number of possible patterns, 
assuming that each of the four had been trichotomized into 
high, middle, and low, would have been 81. The results 
indicate that not all patterns exist in the sample used.
On the other hand, if a greater number of individuals had 
been included or if more variables had been used, still 
other chief types might have been isolated. It seems 
reasonable that not all patterns would appear, however.
For example, a pattern depicting a chief who was poor ly re­
garded by both officers and peers but who was still highly 
satisfied with his career and had a high degree of personal 
control would be unlikely. At any rate, the first analysis 
shows that it is possible to isolate unique types of super­
visors with the technique used. This reinforces the con­
tention that classification of supervisors on the basis of 
any single dimension might tend to mask interaction ef­
fects. While the types derived from this analysis are not 
as easily characterized, since more than one dimension is 
involved, it is believed that testing for differences in 
other variables, supposedly related to type of supervision, 
is more likely to prove significant.
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In the direct principal axis factor analysis of the 
self, superior, and peer ratings, it was found that 4 
factors accounted for most of the variance in the 35 inde­
pendent items. The factors were identified as Lsteem-by- 
Peers, JEsteem-by-Superiors, Career Satisfaction and Personal 
Control. It is difficult to compare these with other 
findings since none of the previous research included data 
from three sources in a single analysis as was done here. 
However, there are some similarities and differences.
In a factor analysis of officer ratings of non­
commissioned officer supervisors in the Army, Moore (1953) 
identified the first large factor as General Leadership.
It included loadings of over .40 on over half of the items. 
One other factor, designated, discretion, was identified. 
According to Moore, his results suggested that, in evalua­
ting leadership behavior, superiors gave considerable 
weight to an overall impression of general leadership be­
havior. Grant (1955) factored ratings of 91 clerical 
supervisors with results almost identical to Moore. Only 
two major factors were identified, a general or "halo** 
factor and a second, Skill in Dealing with Others. A 
general halo factor was also identified by Creager and 
Harding (1958) when ratings of foremen by their immediate 
superior were factored. Three other factors were also ob­
tained, Social Relations, Technical Job Knowledge, and Ad­
ministrative Skills. Somewhat different results were
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reported by Fleishman (1953), from analysis of a Super­
visory Behavior Description Questionnaire. Two major 
factors were found, Consideration, and Initiating Structure, 
but Fleishman did not identify a general or halo factor. In 
all but one of the studies, a large general factor was 
identified, indicating the operation of a halo effect. This 
is consistent with the results of the second analysis re­
ported here since all of the ratings by supervisors loaded 
a single factor. In this study, this factor was interpre­
ted in terms of esteem since it was felt that this was the 
most probable cause of the obtained effect. Unlike the 
other studies, however, no other factor seemed to be in­
volved in the ratings made by officers. This was probably 
due to the content of the rating items. In the present 
study, only 12 rating scale items were included. In the 
other studies, larger number of items ranging from 20 to 
150 were included. The content and rating format also 
differed from that used in the present study. These differ­
ences are sufficient to account for the differences in re­
sults.
Factor analyses of peer ratings of supervisory per­
formance have not been reported. In the present results 
there are two things of particular interest. One is that 
a halo effect among peer ratings, as collected here, oper­
ates to the same extent as among superior ratings. Whether
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or not the resistance to differential rating was due to 
the content or form of the scales or simply to a hesitancy 
to evaluate the job performance of their shipmates could 
not be determined. One sidelight seems to indicate that 
the latter may have partially contributed to this effect, 
however. On one ship, chiefs refused to make the peer 
evaluations at all and would not return the CHIfiFSTAT 
questionnaires. This accounted for most of the loss of 
cases noted in the method section.
The other finding of interest was that superior and 
peer ratings of the same chiefs tended to be independent 
of each other. Approximate simple structure was achieved 
between the superior and peer esteem factors. Although the 
correlation between scores for each of these factors was 
significant, only 15 percent of the variance of one was as­
sociated with the variance of the other. This finding seems 
to clearly indicate that the chief highly esteemed by offi­
cers is not always the same as the chief highly esteemed by 
other chiefs. The inference that the chief more esteemed 
by officers was more likely to be sensitive to the needs and 
demands of the officers, or attempted to satisfy the demands 
of his superior officers, is only speculatory, of course, as 
is the suggestion that the chief esteemed by his officers is 
considerate of his subordinates. Additional research is 
needed to determine more specific reasons why one chief is
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rated highly by officers and not by peers or vice versa.
The self rating factor, identified as Personal Con­
trol, bears sone resemblance to the a prior i dimension 
described by Pelz (1°52) as supervisory power. P e l z ’s 
scale included items reflecting the extent to which the 
supervisor felt he had a voice in his superiors* decisions 
and the degree of autonomy. Both of these were included 
in the Personal Control factor in the items which asked 
if the chief thought he had enough authority, if he was 
kept informed by his division officer, if he was by-passed 
and if he felt that others interfered with his responsi­
bilities. katz (l°5o) indicated that one of the syndromes 
which differentiated supervisors of high and low producing 
groups was role differentiation--the supervisor devoted 
his time to supervisory duties of work planning and the 
like, rather than to performing the same work as the men. 
This element seems also to have fallen in the Personal 
Control factor as indicated specifically by the item, *'do 
you find yourself doing work that your men ought to per­
form?*' The other two syndromes, Delegation and Employee 
Orientation, which were associated with supervisors of 
highly productive groups, did not appear as separate factors 
in the present study. This would have been expected to be 
the case since the items which might have produced such a 
factor were not included in the self rating section. Other
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studies have not identified a Career Satisfaction factor, 
for the sane reaso'i.
In the intorcorrel ation of the independent factor 
scores, there was another finding of interest. There was 
a significant correlation between Personal Control and 
Career Satisfaction. This seemed to indicate a tendency 
for those with more decision-making power and autonomy to 
be more satisfied with their position. This is consistent 
wi th other findings (Bass, 1959). It should also be 
pointed out, however, that degree of career satisfaction 
would not be predicted very well from a knowledge of 
amount of personal control, since only o percent of the 
variance in one is accounted for by the other.
When the mean scores on each of the independent factors 
were ranked by Chief Type and intercorrelations computed, 
there was a significant relationship between Personal Con­
trol and Esteem by Superiors. While there is no way of 
determining a causal relationship from these data, it seems 
likely that chiefs, highly regarded by officers who have 
authority over the activities of the chiefs, would be al­
lowed more decision-making power by their officers. It 
could be, however, that officers tend to esteem more the 
chief who takes initiative in making decisions and, in 
general, controlling the work situation. Or, even more
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likely, the relationship could be due to both factors in 
interaction. That is, a chief who, when allowed to make 
a decision demonstrates willingness and capability, is 
granted other opportunities to make decisions for himself 
and his work group.
In the principal axis analysis of the attitude 
questionnaire administered to the chiefs1 subordinates 
four factors were identified, Attraction to the Navy One's 
Work Group, One's Chief, and Other Navy Personnel. In 
general, the results of this analysis seem consistent with 
findings of others. kahn (1^56) reported the results of a 
factorial analysis of employee job satisfaction scales. 
There, also, four factors were obtained and identified as 
Satisfaction with the Job Itself, the Company as a Whole, 
Hxtrensic Job Rewards, and the Supervision. In an analysis 
of a 62-item opinion questionnaire. Roach (1958) identified 
12 factors. Two seem similar to two found in the present 
analysis. Attitude Toward Supervision, and Pride in the 
Company seem to correspond, more or less, to attraction to 
the Navy life and attraction to the chief. Wherry (1958) 
reviewed four factor analyses of the SRA Morale Inventory.
He concluded that the obtained factors agreed in finding 
these factors: a General Factor, Satisfaction with Working 
Conditions, Financial Rewards, Supervision, Management and 
Personal Development. Identification of factors in employee
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morale questionnaires such as satisfaction with the organi­
zation as a whole, satisfaction with the supervision, and 
pride in work group are generally consistent. Factors 
such as satisfaction with financial rewards and with the 
job itself were not expected to be identified in the present 
study since items on these topics were not included in the 
questionnaire. Identification of the fourth factor as At­
traction to Navy Personnel, in the present study, was possi­
ble since a large number of the items related to feelings 
for Navy personnel. Although this factor was highly re­
lated to the first factor, it was believed that it repre­
sented a separate, important dimension of employee 
satisfaction, especially in the Navy.
It seems of interest to note again that, although ap­
proximate simple structure was obtained after rotation of 
the principal axis factors, the enlisted attitude factor 
scores were highly correlated and that a single factor would 
account for most of the variance in the factors. This was 
interpreted to mean that what is often referred to as "mo­
rale" may consist of combinations of attitudes toward more 
specific factors in the working environment. For the 
sample used in this study, all of these specific attitudes 
were highly related and the contribution of each of the 
four factors to “overall satisfaction, was sizable. This 
might not be the case in other situations. There was more
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specific variance associated with Attraction to One's Work 
Group and One's Chief. This seems reasonable since it 
would be expected that many individuals would differentiate 
between attitudes toward particular chiefs and attitudes 
toward other Navy personnel or toward the Naval Organi­
zation as a whole. The same would be true of attitudes 
toward their immediate work group.
In the last analysis, it was found that there were 
significant differences in means between the chief types 
on three of the attitude factors, Attraction to One's Work 
Group, One's Chief, and to Naval Personnel. The differ­
ences between means on Attraction to the Navy were not 
significant, but the probability of such differences oc­
curring by chance was .06. Comparison between chief types 
included this factor as well as those in which the differ­
ences were greater.
The results of this analysis are most difficult to 
relate to previous research since, as indicated above, most 
of the other researchers obtained criterion groups on a 
single dimension. In the present research, the chief types 
were based on unique profiles on four relatively independent 
dimensions. The research with most similar classification 
was reported by Pelz (1952), where criterion groups were de­
rived from classification on two dimensions, power or in­
fluence and direction of applied influence. Since chief 
types with these kinds of patterns were not identified in
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this research, the present results are not directly compa­
rable with those of Pelz.
From the results of the final analysis, a number of 
conclusions may be made regarding the relationships be­
tween supervisory types and attitudes of their subordinates 
toward the Navy, their work groups, their supervisor and 
other Navy personnel.
Cl) Attitudes of work groups are significantly af­
fected by the type of chief who supervises the 
group. This reinforces the conclusion drawn 
from previous research mentioned in the intro­
duction. The inference is made here that the 
supervisor "causes'* the attitudes to develop in 
a certain way. This seems most likely to be 
the case for the groups used in the present 
study since the work groups were very similar 
on other characteristics which might be expected 
to influence their attitudes. The groups had 
very similar distributions on age, education, 
time in Navy, and pay grade. The type of work 
performed by the groups within types was not 
associated with the types. In other words, the 
same kinds of ratings seemed to be distributed 
throughout the types. The same pay schedules, 
promotion policies, and fringe benefits applied
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to all of the men. Consequently, the major 
variant seemed to be the type of supervisor, and 
significant differences were found between the 
chief types with regard to most of the attitude 
dimensions used in the study. Of course, it 
could not be presumed that the supervisor is the 
only conditioner of subordinate attitudes. The 
finding that the differences between chief type 
were not as great for some attitude dimensions 
as for others supports this. Further research 
would be needed to determine what all these other 
factors are and how they are related to attitudes.
(2) The chief types associated with most favorable 
work group attitudes were not highly esteemed 
by other chiefs, were esteemed highly by officers, 
tended to be more satisfied with their careers in 
the Navy, and had a greater amount of personal 
control. Although the above statement is, in 
general true, work groups tend to be more attract­
ed to other Navy personnel and to the type of 
chief not extremely enthusiastic about the Navy 
nor who has an extremely high degree of control. 
This does not mean that a chief type highly es­
teemed by both peers and officers and who is 
satisfied with the Navy and has a moderate degree
of control would not also be associated with 
more favorable attitudes among work groups.
This pattern simply did not occur in these 
findings. It does not seem reasonable to 
assume, either, that this type would not be 
found if a larger sample of chiefs were used. 
This means that, although the above conclusion 
seems warranted from this study, it would not 
be recommended that the Navy attempt to select 
or develop supervisors who did not esteem each 
other in order to attain higher morale. The 
overall findings suggest, however, that the 
Naval personnel system might tend to foster the 
development of strong grade level cliques whose 
goals and orientation may differ from that of 
higher management levels. If the situation 
were altered so that, within each stratum, goals 
and orientation would be encouraged to develop 
more consistent with the next higher stratum, 
then it might be found that, at the supervisory 
level, peers would esteem each other and, in 
turn, be esteemed by their superiors.
In the present study, the only chief type 
highly esteemed by both officers and peers ex­
pressed a high degree of dissatisfaction with
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the Navy and had only an average degree of 
personal control. The finding that this type 
is associated with near average attitudes on 
all four dependent factors seems to illustrate 
the point that several factors influence the 
relationship between supervisor and work group 
at t i tudes.
(d) The chief type associated with the least favor­
able effect on work group attitudes was about 
average 011 all four of the independent factors. 
This seems contrary to what might be expected. 
That is, it might have been guessed that the 
chief type poorly regarded by both officers and 
other chiefs, dissatisfied with his career and 
with relatively little personal control would be 
associated with less favorable attitudes. It 
was speculated above that the obtained result 
might be due to a kind of "enlisted career ef- 
fect," where a chief who was not particularly 
attracted to Navy life might have decided to 
serve 20 years in the service for a desirable 
retirement and still manage to do a fair enough 
job not to be poorly regarded by officers and 
peers. This chief type was characterized as an
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unobtrusive, forceless supervisor. It does not 
seem unreasonable that enlisted personnel who 
see the Navy as being made up of this kind of 
individual might develop less favorable atti­
tudes toward the Navy, their work group, and 
other Naval personnel. Whether or not the ex­
planation given is correct would, of course, 
have to be determined by further research.
(4) A chief may be personally esteemed by his sub­
ordinates if he is highly esteemed by peers and 
officers, regardless of other factors. This is 
based on the profile of Chief Type 1 (Dissatis- 
fied-but-Ilsteemed) on the independent and de­
pendent factors. This type of chief was highly 
esteemed by both peers and officers. However, 
he was extremely dissatisfied with his career and 
had only an average amount of personal control. 
With regard to the attitudinal dimensions, this 
type was about average on all except Factor III 
which reflected esteem for one's chief, where he 
was second highest. While it is not possible to 
say specifically that he was rated high by peers 
and officers because he performed his job in a 
better than satisfactory manner, this is suggest­
ed. If this is the case, then it suggests that
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work groups value the supervisor more who is 
more competent in his job. The alternate 
interpretation suggested above, that the work 
groups value more highly the supervisor who has 
attitudes more similar to their own is also a 
possibility. Still a third interpretation is 
that, despite his dissatisfaction with the Navy, 
he is more considerate of his subordinates ana 
is therefore esteemed by his subordinates and 
officer*. Again, more research is needed to 
clarify this.
(5) Work groups may become more strongly attracted 
to their groups or become more cohesive for a 
number of reasons. This is suggested by the 
finding that attraction to one's group was high 
under supervisors valued highly by their officers 
but was also high in groups under the chief type 
who was well below average on all of the inde­
pendent dimensions. For the latter, it was sug­
gested that the work groups may have been forced 
to band together for protection since the super­
visor seemed to be completely ineffectual. This 
seems to be the most reasonable explanation of 
this finding.
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In summary, the major positive implication of the 
present study seems to be this: Allowing the first line
supervisor, the chief, a moderate degree of personal con­
trol, autonomy or decision making power results in more 
favorable attitudes or better morale among work groups.
For this to occur however, it is inferred that supervisors 
have to be selected or trained who can be valued by their 
own superiors; they must be at least moderately satisfied 
with their positions in the organization, and capable of 
assuming decision-making responsibility. Possibly this 
effect could be accomplished by formalizing the role of 
the supervisor in the organization and in his work group. 
Although all the chiefs in this study were of equal formal 
status, they differed in the way they filled their jobs. 
This did not seem to be associated with type of work, age, 
or length of time in the service. In order to formalize 
the role of the supervisor, perceptions of the supervisory 
role on the part of the supervisors and their superiors 
might need to be altered. This might be achieved through 
training, directives or other similar means. With regard 
to the satisfaction of the supervisor with his job and 
the organization, one other finding from this study is 
pertinent. There was a significant correlation between 
personal control and career satisfaction among the chiefs. 
Insuring the chief of higher status or more power, in
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itself, tends to produce a more favorable effect among the 
supervisors,
These conclusions seem to be consistent with the con­
clusions of researchers cited above. iiven so, the results 
of the present investigation are limited in generality 
since the sample was drawn from only one organization, the 
number of “independent variables” was relatively small, 
the sample of supervisors restricted to chiefs from one 
type of ship, and since the number of ’’dependent variables” 
is probably not inclusive of all possible attitudinal di­
mensions. Nevertheless, it is believed that the results of 
this investigation demonstrate the feasibility of multi­
variate classification when attempting to determine the ef­
fects of supervision on attitudes or productivity, as well
as point out some of the significant relationships between
these factors. There are, of course, other reasons why 
clustering persons into unique types is advantageous. For 
one, it provides different, useful ways of organizing in­
formation. And this could lead to more sharply defined 
concepts of behavior which could, in turn, be more meaning­
fully related to other concepts. On the practical side,
meaningful typologies could facilitate personnel decisions 
and actions. For example, they could indicate pertinent 
selection factors for certain types of jobs, possibly who 
should be trained and what type of training might be needed,
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or even who might be recommended for re-enlistment in the 
service.
As already rioted, the methodology used in this re­
search was quite different from that used by other re­
searchers. The technique of factor analysis was used both 
to isolate types of supervisors, through an inverse analy­
sis, and to facilitate their identification, by means of a 
direct analysis of the same data. It was also used to 
identify the major factors reflected in what were con­
sidered the dependent variables. It is believed that this 
fuller application of factor analysis provides a useful 
approach to analysis of large amounts of complex data.
The present research was not without shortcomings, 
however. Aside from those mentioned above, it should also 
be pointed out that both the inverse iterative analysis and 
the direct principal axis analysis were based on the same 
sample. Ideally, each analysis should have been performed 
on an independent sample so that the results could have been 
cross validated and greater confidence placed in the find­
ings.
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Fig. 1. Shows the profiles of the six chief types on the four 
independent factors. Factor I was identified as Esteem by Peers 
Factor II, Esteem by Superiors} Factor III, Career Satisfaction; 
and Factor IV, Personal Control.
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Fig. 2. Shows the profiles of the aix chief typea on the four sub­
ordinate attitude factors. Factor I was identified as Attraction to 
the Mary; Factor H, Attraction to One's Work Group; Factor III, 





CHIEF ST AT QUESTIONNAIRE 
Section I
Directions: Check only one alternative for each question.
Make sure that all questions are answered.
1. Do you agree that CPOs have a much authority as they 
need to have?
Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
agree Disagree
n  i] n  []
2. Do you find yourself actually doing work that your men 
ought to perform?
Very often Fairly Once in a Never
often while
[j n  n  (]
3. Are you kept informed about division matters by your 
division officers?
Practically Most of
always the time Occasionally SeldomI J  [ ]  [ J  [ ]
4. Do you find others interfering in activities that you 
consider your own responsibility?
Very Fre­
quently Often Occasionally Seldom
[] (3 f] n
5. Are you or your men praised by officers when you do a 
good job?
Practically Most of
always the time Sometimes Hardly ever
[3 n  n  13
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6. Are you by-passed?
In exceptional 
Never cases only Occasionally Frequently
[] n  n  n
7. Since you made chief, have you had enough of a chance to 
keep pace with the changing technical requirements of 
your job?
As much Not quite A lot less Practically
as needed enough than needed no chance
n  n  n  n
8. i)o the officers agree with actions you recommend on 
special requests?
Practically Most of About half Less than half
always the time of the time of the time
n  [) ri n
°. Are you satisfied with the quality of work turned out 
by your men?
Very Moderately Moderately Very
satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied
u  n  ri n
10. Are orders that you have given to the men later changed 
by someone else?
Very frequently Often Occasionally Seldom
n  n  n  n
11. All things considered, are you satisfied with your 
career as a chief in the Navy?
Very Moderately Moderately Very
satisfied satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied
[] u  n  u
1 ('<>
Appendix A-l, Cont'd. CHIEFSTAT Questionnaire
Sec t i on 11 
Uirectiono
For each characteristic described on the left-hand 
page, pencil in one of the circles in the cc1umn on the 
right-hand pape to indicate how closely the ceiet named 
matches the "model" described. For example, 'viler reading 
the characteristic dealing with "technics- competence," if 
the chief named is quite a bit like the model, blacken in 
one of the circles toward the top of the column which is 
under the chief*s name. If he is not like the model de­
scribed, pencil in one of the circles at the lower end of 
the column. Feel free to use the entire range of the 
column.
We realize that you may experience difficulty in find­
ing the precise spot for a given chief. Use your best 
judgment.
Having matched the first chief against the model for 
"technical competence," do the same for any remaining chiefs 
listed, before proceeding to the next characteristic.
Follow the same procedure for the remaining eleven de­
scriptions ,
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Technical competcnce - A  chief who has the highest 
degree of knowledge and skill with regard to the tech­
nical requirements of his job: He can operate, main­
tain, and repair the equipment with which he works. He 
has a basic understanding of the principles of the 
operation of his equipment. He has a thorough grounding 
in the procedures and regulations pertaining to his job.
Ability to control men - A chief who always commands 
obedience: He uses his authority and conducts himself
so as to insure that the appearance, discipline, and 
conduct of his men reflect credit upon themselves, the 
ship, and the Navy.
Abi1i ty to organize and administer work - A chief who 
gets maximum eTTecTiveness from a group of men: He
carefully selects appropriate personnel to perform spe­
cific tasks. He organizes the work elements involved 
for the completion of the job. He explains thoroughly 
the requirements and nature of the job.
Keliabili ty - A chief who is highly conscientious about 
al1 of his work: He checks to see that orders issued
are being complied with. He sees to it that information 
given is complete and accurate. He makes sure that 
standard operating procedures are being followed and that 
routine and special checks have been made. He keeps a 
sharp lookout to insure that equipment is maintained in 
shipshape, operating condition. He is always available, 
on-the-job.
Forehandedness - A chief who exercises both foresight 
and initiative to the highest degree: He takes it upon
himself to seek out information, learn rules and regu­
lations, read publications, and practice tasks. He 
makes plans for anticipated contingencies. He recognizes 
potentially dangerous conditions and takes appropriate 
action.
Interest in his men - A chief who consistently looks 
after the Interests of his men: He sees to it that they
get fair treatment and equal opportunity for advancement. 
He takes steps to insure their comfort and welfare. He 
goes to bat for his men. He takes a genuine interest in 
their ambitions, problems, and grievances.
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7. Judgment of men - A chief who displays exceptionally 
sound judgment with regard to: rating his men, recom­
mendations for advancement, assignment and reassignment 
of personnel, and qualifying men in practical factors.
8. Motivation - A chief who is sold on his work: He 
thinks that it is important and worth doing well. He 
is energetic, hard working, and keeps on his toes. He 
enjoys his work and Navy life.
9. Ability to motivate men - A chief who gets the very 
best out of his men: He installs in them the desire
to do the best job possible. He develops the "can do" 
spirit in the men. He promotes high morale.
10. Leadership skills - A chief who knows how to handle 
men: HoT knows when and how to praise or criticize.
He does not subject his men to ridicule. He requests 
special privileges for them when warranted. When it 
is necessary, he lends a hand to get the job done. He 
does not throw his weight around or pass the buck. He 
sets the example for his men by acting as he expects 
them to act.
11. Status - A chief who commands the respect of both ofti- 
cers and men: The men don't by-pass him. He is the
one who is running the show as far as they are concerned, 
Officers place great reliance in his judgment with re­
spect to assigning marks, recommendations for advance­
ment, work assignments, and granting special requests. 
Rarely are his orders to the men modified.
12. Overall effectiveness - Taking any or all of the above 
eleven factors into account, as well as any others 
that you consider important, indicate how close each 





Sec t ion _1 
Dire c t ions
For each characteristic described on the left-hand 
page, pencil in one of the circles in the column on the 
right-hand page to indicate how closely the chief named 
matches the "model" described. For example, after reading 
the characteristic dealing with "technical competence," if 
the chief named is quite a bit like the model, blacken in 
one of the circles toward the top of the column which is 
under the chiefTs name. If he is not like the model de­
scribed, pencil in one of the circles at the lower end of 
the column. Feel free to use the entire range of the column.
We realize that you may experience difficulty in finding 
the precise spot for a given chief. Use your best judgment.
Having matched the first chief against the model for 
"technical competence," do the same for any remaining chiefs 
listed, before proceeding to the next characteristic.
Follow the same procedure for the remaining eleven de­
scriptions .
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Section I
Techni cal competenee - A chief who has the highest 
degree of knowledge and skill with regard to the tech­
nical requirements of his job; He can operate, main­
tain, and repair the equipment with which he works. He 
has a basic understanding of the principles of the 
operation of his equipment. He has a thorough ground­
ing in the procedures and regulations pertaining to his 
job.
Abi1i ty to control men - A chief who always commands 
obedience: he uses his authority and conducts himself
so as to insure that the appearance, discipline, and 
conduct of his men reflect credit upon themselves, the 
ship, and the Navy.
Ability to organize and adminjster work - A chief who 
pets maximum eTTecTiveness from a group of men: He
carefully selects appropriate personnel to perform 
specific tasks. He organizes the work elements in­
volved for the completion of the job. He explains 
thoroughly the requirements and nature of the job.
Rcliabili ty - A chief who is highly conscientious about 
al1 of his work: He checks to see that orders issued
are being complied with. He sees to it that information 
given is complete and accurate. He makes sure that 
standard operating procedures arc being followed and 
that routine and special checks have been made. He keeps 
a sharp lookout to insure that equipment is maintained in 
shipshape, operating condition. He is always available, 
on-the-job.
Forehandedness - A chief who exercises both foresight and 
ini tiative to" the highest degree: He takes it upon him­
self to seek out information, learn rules and regulations, 
read publications, and practice tasks. He makes plans for 
anticipated contingencies. He recognizes potentially 
dangerous conditions and takes appropriate action.
Interest in his men - A chief who consistently looks 
after the”Tnterests of his men: He sees to it that they
get fair treatment and equal opportunity for advance­
ment. He takes steps to insure their comfort and wel­
fare. He goes to bat for his men. He takes a genuine 
interest in their ambitions, problems, and grievances.
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Section 1
7. Judgment of men - A chief who displays exceptionally 
sound judgment with regard to: rating his men,
recommendations for advancement, assignment and re­
assignment of personnel, and qualifying men in practi­
cal factors.
8. Motivation - A chief who is sold on his work: He 
thinks that it is important and worth doing well. He 
is energetic, hard working, and keeps on his toes. He 
enjoys his work and Navy life.
9. Abi1ity to motivate men - A chief who gets the very 
best out of his men: Re installs in them the desire
to do the best job possible. He develops the "can 
do" spirit in the men. He promotes high morale.
10. Leadership skills - A chief who knows how to handle
men: He Kn o w s  when and how to praise or criticize.
He does not subject his men to ridicule. He re­
quests special privileges for them when warranted.
When it is necessary, he lends a hand to get the job 
done. He does not throw his weight around or pass 
the buck. He sets the example for his men by acting 
as he expects them to act.
11. Status - A chief who commands the respect of both offi­
cers and men: The men don't by-pass him. He is the
one who is running the show as far as they are concern­
ed. Officers place great reliance in his judgment with 
respect to assigning marks, recommendations for ad­
vancement, work assignments, and granting special re­
quests. Rarely are his orders to the men modified.
12. Overall effectiveness - Taking any or all of the above
eleven factors into account, as well as any others 
that you consider important, indicate how close each 
chief comes to your idea of an overall outstanding 
chief,
Appendix A-2, Con't* Offstat Questionnaire
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Section II
Directions: In section I you have Matched the chiefs againstdescriptions of a variety of characteristics possessed by a 
model chief* We now would like sone more specific information having to do mainly with day-to-day working relations involv­
ing the chief* Here you are to answer each question by writ­ing in a number under the name of each chief listed*
In the past three months how often:
1* ***has this chief had to do work himself that his menshould have been able to do?
2* ***has an order given by this chief had to be modified?
3* «.#has an officer commented to this chief on the fine 
appearance of his men or their quarters?
4* ***has an officer had to by-pass this chief in order to get work done?
5* ...have the men under this chief attempted to by-pass him?
6* «**has this chief not been around when he was needed?
7* ***has an officer remarked to this chief about the 
quality of work turned out by his men?
8* ***has someone had to call this chief's attention to lack of discipline among his men?
lib
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9* ***has someone had to talk with this chief about his sen 
slacking-off on the job?
10* ***have you found yourself in disagreement with the action 
recoamended by this chief in regard to special requests?
11, How many men in this chief's work gang are at least as 
technically competent as he is?
\n nr si n r y \
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